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The following chapters are a continuation of the efforts
of the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education to promote dia-
logue and discussion regarding the knowledge base for the beginning teacher.
Taken together, they are intended to enable faculty and students to carefully con-
sider a range of issues concerning the transformation of their teacher education
programs. Indeed, an inherent purpose for this volume is to encourage faculty to
consider the process of change itself as it applies to teacher education prograns.

These chapters are also an outgrowth of the efforts of the
Exxon Education Foundation to promote significant change in the preparation of
teachers. The leadership of L. Scott Miller, while at Exxon, helped to shape a
series of initiatives intended to improve dramatically the quality of teaching in the
nation’s schools. Mr. Miller understood the significance of teacher educators agree-
ing on a knowledge base for teaching and incorporating it in all facets of their
programs. He encouraged the creation of the Association's Task Force on the

- Knowledge Base and supported the efforts of Maynard C. Reynolds and his col-
leagues in conceptualizing a volume of readings on what beginning teachers need to
know. His sponsorship, through the Exxon Foundation, of the work that led to
Knowledge Base for the Beginn ing Teacher serves as a testimonial to the commit-
ment, wisdom, and leadership roles demonstrated by key personnel in some of the
nation's leading philanthropic institutions.

Even before the slim red volume of readings appeared, in
the winter of 1989, Mr. Miller was encouraging the Association to consider how
Knowledge Base for the Beginn ing Teacher could be used on campuses to promote
debate and discussion regard g programs that would lead to change AACTE never
intended that a particular coliege or university would adopt the volume “wholesale”
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and then attempt to incorporate every concert into its program. Clearly, that was
impossible. Rather, we wanted to encourage faculty (often with groups of teachers
froru elementary and secondary schools) in ccitnols, colleges, and departments of
education to carefully consider the concepts that were presented in the book and
then to seek ways of reconceptualizing programs to manifest the most compelling
of these ideas. We expected faculty groups to identify a conception of teaching and
learning consistent with their own strengths and to then use the volume to
consider, in a meaningful way, the relationship of a knowledge base framework to
their programs of teacher preparation.

From the inception of this project, there was the recogni-
tion that the knowledge base for teachier education differs in scme important ways
from the knowledge base for teaching; it must also include a serious consideration
of the change process. While there exists an enorimous amount of work on the
brocess of change for schools and universities, little exists regarding the ways
in which institutions or education units confront the challenge of change and
actually transform programs. The work that does exist consists of descriptions
of particular institutional efforts, or efforts that focus on a certain theme, e.g.,
Competency Based Teacher Education. At least since the mid-1980s, AACTE
understood that some greater understanding of the process of change as it was
attempted in schools, colleges, and departments of education was needed. This
effort is essential to understand how faculty and administrators confront the neces-
sity for change, go about the business of plotting a direction, and then transform
progras to fulfill a set of expectations.

In response to this need, it was agreed that different
types of instifutions would have different experiences as they considered
Knowledge Base for the Beginning Teacher. Consequently, it was determined that
we would fund a small number of institutions (an urban “regional” college, a small
liberal arts college, a major land-grant institution, etc.) and encourage them to
document the process used in considering the concepts and ideas found in the
twenty-four presentations of the KBBT* volume. We also encouraged these institu-
tions to form clusters of other institutions, to enable a critical mass of faculty from
up to a half-dozen professional education units to work together in this endeavor.
The idea of a “lead institution” building a cluster of other institutions from the
region and then identifying a theme, e.g., the significance of the knowledge base for
preparing elementary teachers, was the idea that evolved. Seven such clusters were

* In the text that follows, the 1989 AACTE publication Knowledge Base for the Beginning
Teacher acill generally be referred to as “the KBRT volume." Citations and appropriate
reference listings appear in the individual chupters.
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funded with a modest amount of resources to be used to bring together faculty to
consider these themes.

That we were asking institutions to both document
change on their own campus while expanding the dialogue to include other institu-
tions is typical of what is necessary when there are scarce resources to promote
change. These factors need to be considered by anyone seeking to replicate this
strategy or to draw inferences for their own efforts at change. Whether it was the
funds provided by the Exxon Education Foundation, the stimulus provided by the
KBBT volume, the identification of the seven sites by the Association’s staff,
the reinforcement provided by the cluster concept, or a number of other variables,
the accompanying monograph is a testimony to the success of this strategy. The
chapters that follow are a thoughtful compendium of the ideas that emerged from
these clusters. They have been written by a talente¢ group of authors and compiled
in this volume with considerable expertise by Marleen Pugach, Henrietta Barnes,
and Leonard Beckum. [ believe they provide helpful insights into the process of
change in higher education. Certainly, they offer perspective on the struggle of
faculty to build coherent programs that are both responsive to new knowledge and
to the demands of teaching in the nation's schools.

This volume also serves another important purpose,
namely, to help this Association in its identification of next steps in the preparation
of a revision of Knowledge Base for the Beginning Teacher. From the inception of
this effort, it was recognized that the KBBT volume was a preliminary step by
AACTE in the identification of concepts and ideas important for beginning teachers
to know and be able to use, We understood that any identification of themes and
topics would necessarily be incomplete. Some chapters of this monograph identify
theimes the authors believe were not treated in sufficient depth or with adequate at-
tention in the KBBT volume. Clearly, one of the most compelling of these themes
has to do with teaching youngsters from an expanding array of diverse vieck-
grounds and experiences. Much more attention is needed in subsequent editions of
the knowledge base volume regarding this topic in order to assist teacher educators
in preparing effective teachers for our schools.

The dynamic nature of building a knowledge base for
teacher education is what emerges from this volume. This dynamic interplay
involves an interactive process of identifying consensus on new knowledge, codify-
ing it in useful form, seeking its utilization by facuity and students, and verifying its
utility and completeness. An important part of this process is the Association’s

vii
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comiitment to the ongoing revision of the KBBT volume and to ensuring that con-
tributions from this monograph and other sources enable an expansion of our
professional knowledge,

Davip G. Imig
ExecuTive DIRECTOR

February 1991
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PROLOGUE

WILLIAM E. GARDNER

One of the most persistent themes in the current debate
over American education is the need to enhance the status of teachers and teaching
in the United States. Certainly the core idea in the Carnegie Report (A Nation Pre-
pared: Teachers for the 21st Century), and a central feature of several publications
of the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education and the Holmes
Group, is the need to move teaching from the ranks of semiprofessions, to equip the
profession with more of the attributes of law and medicine, and to enhance and
empower teachers by making teaching a true profession.

To be sure, the rhetoric surrounding this “professionalizing”
agenda contains a great many contradictions and confusing elements. The word
“profession” is too often defined in self-serving terms. Thus, school board groups at
times urge teachers to be professional, meaning that they should be less aggressive
at salary negotiation time. Teacher groups, on the other hand, at times define
nrofessionalism only in terms of wage and hour benefits. Teacher educators often
talk about the need to develop professional programs but do not move aggressively
to provide their own programs with professional characteristics. But beyond the
confusing, the contentious, and the petty, there is solid debate and very good think-
ing going on related to the belief that teaching is undervalued in the United States
and as a vocation, its status is too low.

A burgeoning literature deals with trends and issues in
this professionalizing movement. Much of this work centers on the description of
potential new roles and relationships for teachers and on new school arrangements
which allow bott. greater freedom and responsibility for those who work in schools.

The rationale for this enhanced view of teaching is
rooted in the idea that the schooling process today is more important and more

11
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difficult than ever before. It is more important because knowledge in a general
sense has become absolutely central to modern life. There is obvious need for
better education for all children and adolescents, not just an elite; the world our
young peoplé will soon control demands more knowledgeable citizens. The school-
ing process is more difficult because an increasing percentage of people come to
school without strong learning support systems in the home, and they are ill-
equipped to participate in schools that ask them, at an early age, to compete where
they cannot be successful.

The nation’s school systems, then, need teachers who
can work with all learners, especially at a time when the contexts of schooling are
more complicated than ever before. We need professionals to do this important and
difficult work.

The key characteristic of such professionals is that they
possess knowledge that is distinct from the general knowledge of a lay person.
Whether or not such a body of knowledge exists has been sharply debated in recent
years. Education as a field of study and teaching as an applied activity have been
sorely handicapped by the lack of a body of coherent and agreed upon professional
knowledge. Law has its analytical case study methc«is, .nedicine has its scientific
knowledge, nursing its mix of scientific and cor.-tional wisdom, but until
very recently conversations in the field of education had not reached the point
where such a knowledge base could be identified. Lack of a knowledge base for
education has encouraged the adoption of fads and pop solutions to major issues
and has hampered the development of strong professional programs to train teach-
ers and strong induction programs for clinical practice.

The claim that teaching lacked a knowledge base had
some credence 20 years ago, but the situation has changed dramatically. In recent
years there has been a small avalanche of publications dealing with the knowledge
base, much of this output drawn from the process-product research efforts but
much aiso from other fields as well. While no one is yet willing to say without
equivocation that a hard core of professional knowledge has been identified and
agreed upon, it is certainly clear that a valuable and rich store of information has
been accumulated about the set of actions that we call teaching and that there is
growing consensus on what both beginning and advanced teachers should know
and be able to do.

The need to identify, codify, and test a body of knowl-
edge for teaching was identified in the mid '80s by leadership of the American
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Association of Colleges for Teacher Education. A task force was formed to suggest
ways that the Association could adopt a more aggressive posture on both the identi-
fication of a knowledge base for beginning teachers and the implementation of that
knowledge base in programs of teacher education. Out of this effort came Knowi-
edge Base for the Beginning Teacher (KBBT), a volume designed to enunciate a
clear public statement of what the knowledge base for beginners should be and to
persuade some substantial proportion of the teacher-education community that
these ideas are worthy of attention and should be embraced.

The group that designed the KBBT volume recognized
and acknowledged earlv on that the mere publication of a book on it would not
solve the problem of the knowledge base, but they argued that identification and
codification of the knowledge base was a necessary step if the state of teaching was
to be improved. The work of collating and codifying the knowledge base should be
done by those who had expertise in the various areas of knowledge. The group
worked, then, on the assumption that agreement among experts (in the words of
the KBBT volume, a “consensus doctorum”) should be broad-based, including not
only teacher educators and researchers, but policymakers and teacher practitioners
as well. Indeed, the definition of content for the KBBT volume was done ultimately
by a combinat.on of researchers, teacher educators, and teacher practitioners.

Once the KBBT volume had been published, it was clear
that two steps were needed. The first was to establish a way for the knowledge base
to be reviewed and critiqued with the eye toward an early revision. A new group
was formed specifically charged with that task. The second step was to demon-
strate how the vast landscape of information relative to the knowledge base for
beginning teachers could be included in teacher-education programs. This is an
enormously important and very difficult problem, and one that this volume
seeks to address.

For some time a group of institutions had been working
under the aegis of grants from the Exxon Education Foundation to review the
KBBT volume and to examine the ways in which the volume could be helpful in the
revision of teacher education programs. Institutional groups were formed among
these AACTE members, and each proceeded independently to look at aspects of the
knowledge base and ways to use it productively. The basic question investigated
was whether true program change could, in fact, take place based on the up-to-date
and current knowledge base.

xi
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This book reports the results of these Exxon-sponsored
projects as follows. Section One summarizes efforts made in these projects to
conceptualize the knowledge base for teacher education programs. Although not
representative of the full range of conceptual issues that need to be addressed,
these efforts are informative as examples of collaborative ways to think about the
redesign of teacher education programs. In Chapter 1, Barnes discusses issues to
think about in recasting the knowledge base for use with prospective teachers.
Next Pugach and Leake (Chapter 2) consider contextualizing the knowledge base
for the preparation of teachers in a pluralistic society. In Chapter 3, Beckum and an
international study group report their analysis of what knowledge successful teach-
ers in multicultural and multilingual settings perceived to be critical. In this
section's concluding chapter, Murray (Chapter 4) describes ways to conceptual-
ize the design of the academic liberal arts major for elementary teachers.

The second section of this book discusses major chal-
lenges faced by teacher educators as they attempt to revise their programs. While
also concerned with developing an adequate and appropriate knowledge base for
their programs, the projects described in this section deal more directly with the
process of change itself and provide examples of various strategies employed
ir attempting to accomplish the reform goals.

Barnes (Chapter 5) notes the difficulties of achieving
change in institutions and presents some of the ways of overcoming these difficul-
ties. Four case studies follow, each offering different strategies for addressing these
issues. Pasch, Pugach, and Fox (Chapter 6) discuss the process used at the Univer-
sity of Wisconsin at Milwaukee, which involved creating an alternative collabora-
tive structure for faculty interaction. In Chapter 7, Putnam discusses how faculty
development might be stimulated from the outside. Barnes (Chapters 8) and
Richner (Chapter 9) provide insights from the use of different implementation
strategies at a large, multipurpose institution and a small liberal arts college.

These projects all had some very exciting results and
deserve attention by several key groups. The primary audience should be teacher-
educators faced with the challenging task of redesigning their teacher-educa-
tion programs in the light of the emerging knowledge base. The leadership cadre of
this group—the deans and chairpersons of colleges and departments of education
—should also find this book useful, as should state officials whose work involves
the content of teacher education. m
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RECONCEPTUALIZING
THE KNOWLEDGE BASE
FOR TEACHER EDUCATION

1

HENRIETTA L. BARNES

Overview. Transforming the knowledge base for be-
_ginning teachers into curricula for teacher education is complicated because the
understandings that beginning teachers need are not merely the sum of contc t
from the different domains related to teaching. If understanding did, indeed, accrue
automatically from learning about concepts and principles from different domains
- and then transferring that knowledge to the diverse settings where it might be used,
then teacher education curricula could simply consist of courses on each of the dif-
ferent domains. We are learning, however, that teacher knowledge is more com-
plex. Not only must teacher educators consider what beginning teachers need to
know, they must also take into account how teachers come to understand teaching
and learning within different contexts. This chapter is motivated by the conviction
that teacher educators must go beyond the content presented in the KBBT volume
to conceptualize programs of teacher preparation that consider both the means and
the ends to be served by the program. &




One of the most heartening feat ires of present efforts to
reform teacher education is the current serious attempt to define a knowledge base
for teaching. Rooted in a respe 't for the complexity of teachers’ work that has
emerged from research on teaching over the past two decades, the need for
teachers to make nummerous professional judgments and decisions in the daily
course of their work is now commonly acknowledged among educators. The role of
knowledge in informing those judgments and decisions is less clear. That teachers
need and use knowledge, even specialized knowledge, is not debated. What the
nature and the sources of that knowledge are and how teachers use the knowledge
they have is at the heart of what will continue to be one of the primary debates in
teacher education for the next several years,

Part of the reason the debate is likely to continue lies in
the fact that we, as teacher educators, have defined the knowledge base of our
teacher education curricula very narrowly. And, we have failed to relate important
concepts from one discipline with essential content from other fields of study
within our teacher education curricula. Teaching practice, on the other hand,
requires the simultaneous use of knowledge drawn from several disciplines and
acquired from many sources to achieve specific puri:oses with particular learners.

Individually and as a group, those who educate teachers
typically rely on limited sources of knowledge for creating their curricula. Fre-
quently, these sowurces are constrained by their own experi»nce as students or
educators within specific disciplines that have led to strong biases in support of
a particular specialty area, often to the exclusion of knowledge from other ar-
eas. Or, research-based knowledge generated from the study of specific teach-
ing problems (e.g., how to ask higher-order questions or advance critical thinking,
or how to organize and manage instruction in classrooms), is used to justify the
content of the program.

The disadvantages of basing the teacher education
curriculum on the cumulative interests of different specialists’ views are apparent
in the fragmented nature of many curricula. Such programs typically offer no
conceptual frame within which teacher candidates can build a knowledge base or a
coherent vision of practice, and thus are often labeled irrelevant by graduates of
these programs. Criticized primarily for their failure to prepare prospective
teachers for the realities of teaching subject matter and other important content to
diverse youngsters in increasingly difficult settings, these programs are seen as

15




idealistic, unrelated to practice, and, therefore, expendable. The disadvantages
of basing programs solely on research are less obvious but equally serious. They
stem from the unwarranted credence we afford knowledge labeled scientific, and
from our failure to understand the contextualized nature of knowledge. The need to
consider ends as well as means when constructing teacher education curricula
adds to the difficulty of figuring out how to use that research in the service of the
teacher education curriculum.

In some ways, it is counterintuitive to question the role
of research knowledge in teacher education. For many years, teacher educators
have been exhorted to build their programs exclusively on such knowledge. This
recommendation came from the desire to gain for teachers and teacher educators
the respect afforded others given the title of professional. Rhetoric during the '70s
and '80s called for a codified or scientific knowledge base that would elevate the
status of teachers and teacher educators as professionals. Research on teaching
was seen as the logical source of such knowledge. Until recently, however, not
much thought was given to the role such research could or should play in informing
practice that could be deemed professional (Lampert & Clark, 1990). And, how re-
search maps onto the local concerns of the school and community typically was not
addressed.

Access t0 a body of scientific knowledge is one way to
designate the specialized nature of a group's work and training. Teaching and
teacher education, however, cannot be reoduced to knowledge of this sort. The di-
lemma created by the pursuit of a “scientific” knowledge base to enhance teacher
professionalisn is that it sometimes denies the contribution that teacher wisdom
can make to the definition of that knowledge base. Most often, however, the pursuit
neglects to engage teachers and teacher educators in essential but value-laden con-
versations about the aims or ends of teaching and teacher education. If teacher edu-
cation is to continue to play a major role in helping teachers construct an adequate
base of knowledge for teaching, both initially and throughout their careers, it can-
not avoid these questions. Because the aim of reform in teacher education is craft-
ing «« more appropriate and effective curriculum and pedagogy, conversations about
that reformi must go beyond either unexamined personal opinion or enipirical re-
search. Other voices and considerations as well as other sources of knowledge
(e.g., craft knowledge, cultural knowledge, and beliefs and values that guide the
moral and ethical dimensions of professional practice) must also be addressed.




Since knowledge is the primary justification for formal teacher education, the
future of teacher education as an educational enterprise depends on how the
community of teacher educators and teachers resolve this dilemma.

Examinations of the purpnses and outcomes of current
curricula in teacher education call attention to the need for rethinking both the
depth and breadth of those curricula (Feiman-Nemser & Buchmann, 1986; Kennedy,
1987; NCRTE, 1988; Zeichner, 1981; Zimpher & Howey, 1989). Knowledge drawn
from the disciplines that undergird teaching can contribute importantly to the new
curricula that must be created. But programs designed to prepare individuals to
begin to teach must also take into account (1) the ways in which teachers are
special, (2) the sorts of understandings that make them unique, and (3) the role that
initial teacher education plays in shaping those distinctive qualities. Thoughtful
responses to these questions are essential to the definitional problem confront-
ing teacher educators.

THE DILEMMA OF DEFINING
THE KNOWLEDGE BASE
FOR TEACHER EDUCATION

While the term knowledge base is now a part of discus-
sions involving teacher education, questions involving the use of the term and what
it signifies abound. The confusion in the literature stens in part from a failure to
specify the meanings we bring to our various uses of the term, and in part from a
failure to draw important distinctions between the various sources of knowledge
that can inform teaching and the ways in which that knowledge is used. As was
pointed out earlier, the term is sometimes used to refer to the base of research-
generated technical knowledge that a program provides. This definition supports
the view that teaching is a science and that people who have demonstrated through
successful completion of coursework that they know that content are qualified to
be licensed to teach. How such knowledge is used in teaching is not a primary con-
sideration when the term is used in this way.
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At other times, knowledge base is used to refer to an indi-
vidual teache: s store of knowledge and wisdom in using that knowledge. This use
of the term moves beyond equating professionalism with the passing of coursework
that may include the demonstration of technical competence. Instead, the term fo-
cuses on the judgments that are made by expert teachers engaged in practice. Since
not all judgments are presumably wise judgments, it suggests that special knowl-
edge has been constructed and is used by teachers who are said to have acquired
the wisdom of practice.

Still other references deal with various kinds of knowl-
edge, for example, practical knowledge (Connelly & Clandinin, 1986; Elbaz, 1987)
versus theoretical knowledge about learning or development. Sometimes, the vari-
ous domains of knowledge are referred to as discrete knowledge bases. Thus one

_might have a base of knowledge about the teaching of particular school subjects

such as English or mathematics. A few (Barnes, 1989, Cross, 1990, Valli & Tom
1988; ) have emphasized the importance of knowledge frameworks as a critical fea-
ture of a knowledge base.

As these examples illustrate, the conception of the
teacher's roles and images of how those roles are enacted clearly influence the
knowledge priorities that various scholars advocate as appropriate teacher knowl-
edge. Similarly, different ideas about how teacher knowledge is organized and can
be made more accessible during interactive teaching also impact alternative con-
ceptions of the knowledge base for teaching. The knowledge base for the beginning
teacher then, is not a unitary concept that represents a consensus among teacher
educators, nor is there agreement on how teachers most effectively acquire this
knowledge base. Some promising directions are beginning to emerge, however.

Based on the view that a teacher’s responsibilities
require both specific and general knowledge from a number of domains that have
been variously categorized, several scholars are attempting to show the interaction
among otherwise discrete areas of relevant knowledge. Shulman (1987), for
example, has identified those domains of knowledge that directly inform a teacher's
instructional decisions and actions. Thus, he considers knowledge of subject
matter, learners, curriculum, general pedagogy, content-specific pedagogy,
contexts, and educational goals and values as critical components of a teacher’s
knowledge base. In addition, Shulman and his colleagues draw attention to the
integrative nature of teacher knowledge. This work highlights the inadequacy of
teaching these different but equally important areas as if they were noninteracting

-3




0 N 0 N K

w
o)
e
-
—

entities. Similarly, while the KBBT volume identifies domains of knowledge that
contribute to the teacher’s ability to foster learning and carry out extended
professional roles, its format subtly communicates that mastery of knowledge
about these domains is adequate preparation for beginning to teach and that the
domains are additive rather than interactional. .

If a knowledge base for teaching encompasses not only
mastery of content that can inform wise judgments and actions, but also the capac-
ity to integrate that knowledge and relate it to professional practice, then teacher
cducation curricula must be reconceptualized. Not only must teachers have deep
understandings of the subjects they will teach, the diversity of experience and cul-
tural backgrounds that their learners will bring to the learning situation, and the
contextual circumstances they will encounter, they must also have deep under-
standings of how these components interact and influence teaching and learning in
practice. Because these factors demonstrate themselves in myriad ways in daily
teaching situations, novices must become expert at examining their own practice
and be capable of continuing to learn. The proposed knowledge base for teaching
must be expanded to include areas that extend beyond responsibility for a single
classroom of pupils. The ability to work with at-risk and special needs populations
in the schools, to provide for extended interactions and involvement with parents
and the community, and to contribute to the community of professional educators,
thus also become important components of an acceptable knowledge framework
for teacher education programs.

On the surface, research findings on teaching appear to
provide a reasonable and straightforward source upon which to build teacher edu-
cation. In fact, teacher education programs have traditionally operated on the as-
sumption that knowledge about teaching, once supported by research and the
collegium of scholars who contribute to the teacher education enterprise, should
become the substance of coursework required for teacher certification. Despite its

face validity, however, this approach to designing teacher education programs has-

proven inadequate as a sole basis for determining the content of teacher education.
The inadequacy of limiting the curriculu in this way emphasizes the need to go be-
yond consideration of domains of knowledge that may contribute to a teacher’s
knowledge base to include consideration of what teacher educators must under-
stand in order to prepare novices to teach.

A clear distinction needs to be made between what
teachers need to know in order to foster valuable student learning (i.e., the knowl-
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edge base for teaching) and what teacher educators need to consider in order to
create a curriculum that will allow novices to gain such knowledge. In this chapter,
the knowledge base for teaching is defined broadly as including all of the
knowledge from a variety of sources that contribute to the teacher’s capacity to
foster student learning and to carry out a teacher's other classroom and school-
related professional responsibilities. Therefore, it includes but is not limited to
technical, rational knowledge of research on teaching and learning, or discrete
knowledge of learners or subject matter alone.

Like teachers, teacher educators must also be concerned
abuut fostering learning in their students. And, like teachers, teacher educators
must understand the factors that will enhance their students' ability to gain power-
ful and empowering knowledge. While the categories of knowledge that teacher
educators must understand are similar to those of teachers (e.g., knowledge of their
learners and of the particular contexts in which learning will take place), teacher
educators niust create opportunities in which such knowledge is learned. It is to six
specific considerations surrounding the role of the knowledge base for teaching in
the redesign of teacher education programs that we now turn.

CONSIDERATION ONE: THE DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN TEACHING AND LEARNING TO TEACH

In discussions about teacher education, we are talking
about what teachers need to know and how essential knowledge can be used to ad-
vance pupil learning. Such knowledge contains nothing about the question of how
such knowledge is learned. In discussions about the knowledge base for teacher
education, on the other hand, we are talking not only about outcomes of knowing
and the ends to be served by such knowledge, but about what teacher educators
need to know in order to help novices become professional teachers. Since learn-
ing to teach is different from teaching, teacher educators must be concerned about
both the content of the teacher education program and how that program will be
delivered.

For example, an important source of knowledge for
teaching is the research on the effects of teacher expectations (Lamipert & Clark,
1990). This material could be presented solely in a course on learning and develop-
ment, it could be threaded throughout a program as one of a number of unifying
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concepts, or it could be addressed during clinical experiences as the phenomenon
itself unfolds for the teacher education students. What is important here is that the
research does not tell the teacher candidate or the teacher educator precisely v/hat
to do. The teacher educator is making judgments about such questions, however,
and so must grapple with interpretations of the research given the ends of the
teacher education curriculum. In other words, how one chooses to deal with knowl-
edge for teaching in a particular program of teacher education is different from
merely acknowledging that a piece of knowledge is critical for the preparation of
teachers.

The limited value of empirical studies of teaching can
also be considered in the broader picture of how someone learns to teach. Scholar-
ship on learning to teach is now seen as a legitimate area of study. Distinctions be-
tween teaching and learning to teach are not as sharp as they once were because of
the growing knowledge base tied to research on learning to teach (Feiman-Nemser
& Buchmann, 1986; NCRTE, 1988). For example, some studies have demonstrated
that the background knowledge that prospective teachers bring to their profes-
sional study may interfere with their learning of the content of a program. One re-
search finding related to this phenomenon is that these views are not easily
changed (Florio-Ruane & Lensmire, 1990). Teacher education students do not enter
teaching absent conceptions of contexts, for example. But, they rarely understand
that contexts are not only given, but are made by human beings, and are, therefore,
changeable. Knowledge of beginners’ tacit understandings is essential knowledge
for teacher educators. As greater attention is given to the study of the process of
transforming knowledge from a variety of sources into a body of professional
knowledge for teaching, we are beginning to see the complexity of preparing indi-
viduals to teach. Simply telling someone that they should behave in certain ways or
use specific strategies will not accomplish the task. Nor will clinical experience
alone do the job. The task of educating teachers is one of facilitating cognitive
transformations that can be assessed through observations of practice and reflec-
tions on that practice. Learning to transform knowledge into practice is the heart of
the enterprise.
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CONSIDERATION TWO: LAYING THE GROUNDWORK
FOR TEACHER LEARNING

The knowledge base for teaching is accumulated over
many years from many sources: research findings, disciplinary study, classroom
experience, work with students, observation of expert teachers, reflections on
one's own practice, and conversations with thoughtful practitioners. Teacher
education programs, on the other hand, are typically of extremely short duration.
Many secondary programs, for example, comprise no more than three or four
courses, sometimes accompanied by limited field experience and followed by a stu-
dent teaching experience. Since it is impossible during an initial preparation pro-
gram to study deeply—or even to introduce—-all of the knowledge that teachers
might use as they carry out their work, decisions must be made by program faculty
about what is most critical for beginning teachers to know. Teacher educators,
thus, must exercise great selectivity about the knowledge claims presented by ad-
vocates of different conceptions of the teacher’'s work. This is a difficult task for
two reasons. There is a lack of consensus among the communities of teachers and
teacher educators about essential knowledge. As stated earlier, the fact that differ-
ent scholars have advocated different priorities for beginning teachers and different
views of what constitutes adequate knowledge complicates this task. Furthermore,
there is a tendency for those who educate teachers either to want to produce a
“complete” teacher at the end of a program or to assume that learning to teach is
solely a matter of experience. Thus, programs of teacher education differ widely in
the level of knowledge and expertise that is expected of program graduates. If we
accept that knowledge is cumulative, then we must be willing to engage in some
tough conceptualizing about what knowledge is essential, and then set some spe-
cific limits on what is included in initial programs of teacher preparation. We must
also recognize that learning to teach is a career-long endeavor that needs to be
thoughtfully conceived as developing over time as a result of inquiry, experience,
and reflection.

CONSIDERATION THHREE: PROGRAMMATIC DECISIONS
ON WHAT KNOWLEDGE IS TAUGHT

The content selected for inclusion in programs of teacher
education must be carefully conceived and relevant for beginning teachers, and it
must be capable of being taught within the context of program constraints, Ques-



tions of program purposes, as well as availability of resources, play important roles
in these decisions. For example, if a program's purpose is to train novices to use
specific teaching or management techniques, these purposes can be achieved
through a variety of training methods. Practice in using and refining the skill will be
more effective, however, if the training occurs in real classrooms with real learners.
Understanding when and with whom to use these skills will be further enhanced if
contextual factors are also taken into account. The implications become apparent
when program purposes go beyond learning that a particular skill or disposition is
essential for pupil learning to leaming how to use the skill in an actual teaching situ-
ation. The approach that goes beyond providing opportunities for prospective
teachers to learn about the skill and why it should be developed is more costly than
simply talking about these matters; it also includes providing opportunities to ob-
serve expert teachers using the skill, to discuss with them conditions that support
its effectiveness and ones that do not, and to practice—with guidance, support, and
reflection—the development of the skill. Extending the study of teaching into ac-
tual teaching situations goes far beyond assigning students to work in classrooms.
It requires that purposes of classrocm experience be thoughtfully contrived and
carefully orchestrated and evaluated to include mentoring by expert teachers and
teacher educators.

The principle is the same with regard to other worth-
while content. If, for example, a program'’s purpose is to develop in novices the
propensities for fostering a learning community environment within the classroom,
connections must be built between theoretical frameworks that undergird the
concept of learning community and the learners who are its participants. Prospec-
tive teachers must themselves participate in learning communities so that they
can construct meanings from first-hand experiences. These experiences must
include opportunities to participate as members of several communities and must
help create a community within the everyday realities of the classroom and the
school. Thus, the intention to prepare teachers who will foster personal and social
responsibility amcng their students implies that teacher education s “dents will
have opportunities to come to understand the concepts and principles embedded in
relevant theory. Such purposes also require that teacher education students have
opportunities to study practice with these theories in mind, to attempt various
approaches to accomplishing the purposes, and to reflect on outcomes with
experienced teachers and teacher educators.

Db
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At issue here is the fundamental question of how novices
can most effectively cone to understand and be able to demonstrate through their
practice that they have developed a knowledge base that is sufficient for beginning
to teach in a professional manner. Depending on a program'’s purposes, different
priorities will be established for what content is included in the program. Further, if
the purposes identified indicate the need for special resources (such as regular and
continuing access to a classroom of students, knowledgeable faculty who can
provide the particular content that has been identified, and a financial base that
supports the collaborative work in schools), then the question of available re-
sources becomes critical. In some cases, programmatic decisions may need to be
made that limit the knowledge that can be presented and experienced. And, at
times, some goals may be modified in light of scarce resources. It is essential that
such decisions are consistent with the best available scholarship and are grounded
in a thoughtful conception of professional teaching,

CONSIDERATION FOUR: THE IMPORTANCE
OF FRAMING THE KNOWLEDGE

Programmatic decisions influence more than just what
knowledge is presented in a particular program of teacher education. Whatever pro-
grammatic content is selected and included in a specific teacher education program
must be framed in a way that supports student learning. As Valli & Tom (1988) point
out, the same content can be framed in different ways. Since the framework within
which the content is embedded will influence both what novices pay attention
to and how they make sense of the information, Valli & Tom suggest that the way
the content is organized, presented, and justified may be as important as the
content itself. For some faculty, framing the content of the curriculum in dif-
ferent ways will be quite challenging and will require that they become learners
themselves.

For faculty to learn how to do this framing, it is essential
that they become inquirers into their own teaching practices and study seriously
what contributes to their students’ learning. Since this distinction is centrally con-
cerned with understanding the nature of the learner in teacher education, namely,
preservice students, teacher educators nmust become inquirers about all aspects of
their students' learning.
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Understanding the processes through which novices
acquire the knowledge, skills, and propensities they need is also a critical part
of the knowledge base for a teacher education program. Developing the teacher
candidate’s capacity to study, analyze, and provide exemplary practice entails
exposing prospective teachers to alternative frames for what to look for in teaching
situations. It also involves thoughtful consideration of standards for appraising
what is seen and done. While it is true that novices must acquire the knowledge
about subject matter, students, learning, contexts, teaching, and schools that can
inform their professional judgments and actions, they must also experience making
Jjudgments and taking action. Initially, this may be done by analyzing cases and
working within limited teaching situations, but later, it must occur within the con-
text of consequential classroom practice.

Further, an important but often overlooked factor in
making decisions about how to frame knowledge in teacher education is the prior
knowledge of the teacher candidates. Potential teachers often believe they already
know how to teach, and many see their certification program as troublesome and
unnecessary. Despite the obvious flaws in their understandings about teaching,
these views are not easily changed (Ball, 1988; Ball & McDiarmid, 1988; Grossman,
1990; Wilson & Wineburg, 1988). More important for program faculty, however, is
the fact that these perspectives, if unchallenged and unaltered, typically inhibit the
developruent of the professional knowledge base desired. This point was jllustrated
in a recent study of juniors in a language arts methods course (Florio-Ruane &
Lensmire, 1990). Although resisted by students, who found the experience painful,
confronting novices with knowledge about children and their writing that con-
tradicted their well-established perceptions of what these leamers could do, led to
a gradual transformation in their conceptions about teaching writing in schools.
Consequently, faculty must come to some fundamental agreements about their con-
ceptions of how novices leamn to teach, if they are to frame an adequate knowledge
base for their teacher education program.

CONSIDERATION FIVE: FACTORS INVOLVED
IN BUILDING A KNOWLEDGE BASE

The question of how novices build a knowledge base
must be seriously considered and provides the basis for both what is taught and
how the program is organized and enacted. Two examples illustrate this point. The
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first has to do with the importance of structuring a program to provide for group
membership and socialization. The second deals with the importance of relating
theoretical and practical knowledge during initial instruction.

As part of Whitworth College's Exxon praject, a study
was conducted of differences in the knowledge bases of expert and novice teachers
(Michaelis, 1989). The study focused onthe knowledge, beliefs, meanings, and con-
texts within which expert teachers teach. The study also examined the thinking and
perspectives behind the «ctions of exceptional teachers and the origin of those
understandings. The purpose was to uncover personal meanings behind the meth-
ods used by these outstanding teachers. Three domains »f influence emerged from
the data as having shaped the teaching frames of the teachers studied: the teachers’
personal history, their affiliations, and the context of their current teaching assign-
ments. These influences appeared to interact .o form the teachers’ frames of refer-
ence for what a good teacher does and is.

The significance of membership, both personal and
professional, in the development of the teachers’ frames of reference for teaching
was particularly salient. Membership for the purpose of the study was any vol-
untary affiliation with a certain group or association, including not only formal
groups, but any collective, formal or informal, large or small, defined or undefined,
with which the teachers expressed strong affiliation. Such memberships were
important to the teachers in helping them bring meaning to their work and define
their beliefs and tasks. Because members of a culture share common purposes and
norms, or frames of reference, membership in a group provided a shared orien-
tation for these teachers. This phenomenon highlights the importance of providing
for such group affiliation as part of the structure of a preservice program and helps
to explain the success of programs that have organized their programs around
cohorts of students and faculty. Interestingly, teachers in the Whitworth study who
reported few or no significant memberships outside of their immediate teaching
context appeared to have frames of reference that were shaped primarily by
conforming to their early teaching experiences and tended to be more traditional in
character. Such findings suggest that enculturation is one way to create a foun-
dation for knowledge growth among beginning teachers. When those enculturation
experiences are consistent with the goals of the program, they can add
an important dimeunsion to the leaming experience.

The first phase of the Michigan State University Exxon
project also investigated differences in the knowledge bases of experienced and



novice teachers, with a particular emphasis on identifying knowledge that is critical
for beginning teachers. This study engaged teachers and authors of six of the
chapters from the KBBT volume in a discussion of the relevance of the authors’
conceptions of critical knowledge to the demands of teaching experienced by these
teachers. Teachers in this study supported the views of critical knowledge domains
presented in the volume, but discussions about how teachers used such knowledge
revealed that experienced teachers no longer saw these domains as distinct from
one another. Discussions about discrete domains of knowledge seemed artificial
and were difficult. Inevitably, the discussions turmed to ways that decisions prima-
rily concerning one domain were influenced by knowledge stemming from another
domain. This was particularly true during discussions concerning the chapters on
subject matter knowledge and subject-specific pedagogy. The teachers’ knowledge
was clearly organized into networks of understanding and was best described as
being contextualized.

This characterization is consistent with the findings of
other investigations of expert-novice differences in knowledge systems that are
readily accessible during interactive teaching. For example, Borko and Livingston
(1989) describe differences between experts and novices in planning, improvi-
sational teaching, and post-lesson reflection. They suggest that novices be helped to
develop knowledge structures that integrate knovu i e of content and how to rep-
resent it with knowledge of students and the contexts of the teaching situation. As
Florio-Ruane (1989) points out, however, one could argue that novices also
“contextualize” knowledge about teaching and learning due to their apprenticeship
of observation. This observation suggests that teacher education programs should
provide opportunities for students to engage in conscious examinations and evalua-
tions of the background knowledge they bring into such situations and help them to
reconceptualize the relationships among these factors.

These insights also support the notion that prospective
teachers should study teaching and learning in actual classrooms so that they can
tie their examined conceptions of teaching and learning to the realities of teaching
and learning in different contexts. Furthermore, these findings provide compelling
evidence for a constructivist view of teacher education. Such a view recognizes that
individual teachers must construct their own frameworks for teaching. The kinds of
knowledge needed must be acquired from focused experience in schools as well as
from disciplined study at a university. Yet unexamined, experience is not necessar-
ily educative (Feiman-Nemser & Buchmann, 1986). Thus, any reform of teacher
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education must involve the design of a program structure that integrates theoretical
and practical knowledge by weaving together knowledge drawn from both of these
sources into a coherent, comprehensive conceptual framework.

CONSIDERATION SIX: JUSTIFYING
THE KNOWLEDGE BASE

The conceptual framework for a teacher education pro-
gram must be capable of withstanding scrutiny from the scholarly communities of
both university and school practitioners. Not only must teacher educators deem the
content to be important, but practicing teachers must recognize the importance of
the curriculum in their daily professional lives. Thus, the content that is included
must be relevant, adequate, and it must be seen as essential for beginning teachers
by those who prepare them, those who hire them, and those who work with them.

Criteria for judging the adequacy and appropriateness of
the teacher education curriculum need to be developed and used to bring some
sharper focus to the enterprise. Such criteria should encompass both design and
delivery aspects of the curriculur. These criteria should foster the development of
programs that will be both relevant for preparing wise practitioners for today’s
schools and sensitive to new professional roles and images that might be created by
teaching professionals in the next century. Developing such criteria will require the
collaborative work of educators who can envision such new roles and who further
understand the multifaceted nature of teacher knowledge and the influences on the
development of a knowledge base for teacher education.

The implications of the need (o justify the content of a
teacher education program are significant. Teacher educators must be able to ar-
ticulate the purposes and rationale of their programs and to demonstrate how the
program design =nd delivery are presumed to accomplish these aims. The need for
justifying a curriculum also calls into question the prevalent practice of conveying
theoretical perspectives on teaching in isolation from the experience of teaching.
This practice stems from the implicit belief that knowledge can be decontextualized
and understood apart from the context in which it is used. This belief is now being
questioned and alternative propositions are being explored (Brown, Collins, &
Duguid, 1989) that suggest that this assunption inevitably linits the effectiveness of
such practices.
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CONCLUSION

Given these six considerations, the role of the knowledge
base for teaching in the redesign of teacher education might be represented in a
program description that clearly articulates the conception of teaching and learning
that the program is advancing. The statement should explicate the professional
roles, responsibilities, dispositions, capacities, and related practices that graduates
are expected to exemplify upon completing the program. It should describe the na-
ture of required coursework and educational experiences and should explicate
standards for monitoring and evaluating students’ progress. Furthermore, the
statement shculd present a coriceptual framework that clarifies the sources of
knowledge included in the program and that demonstrates how that knowledge
is presumed to influence professional judgment and practice. The processes
through which students are expected to accommodate program content should be
integral to the knowledge base of the program and should be clearly justified in
scholarly terms. Finally, criteria for judging program quality should specify objec-
tive evidence that can be examined by other members of the scholarly community.

Described in this way, efforts to redesign teacher educa-
tion intertwine thoughtful conceptions of teaching with concerns for how novices
will develop the intellectual, dispositional, and performance capacities embodied
within the images of teaching that guide the redesign work. Without such deliberate
planning, the temptation to confuse means and ends is everpresent. Just as teacher
educators urge classroom teachers to select activities and strategies purposefully,
teacher education faculty must also be willing to lay out their intentions and select
those approaches that, in their view, hold the greatest promise for achieving the
ends they have specified. The importance of being self-critical and of evaluating
program outcomes quickly becomes apparent when faculties attempt to
reconceptualize their work.

As a field, we are just beginning to study how teachers
learn to teach and what formal teacher education programs contribute to that pro-
cess (National Center for Research on Teacher Education, 1988). Qur task is made
more difficult by the lack of good information about productive ways to proceed.
Furthermore, there are few examples of effective, innovative ways to accomplish
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our goals for initial teacher education. While the need to consider the structure of
the program within which essential content is embedded is now recognized (Howey
& Zimpher, 1989), changes in the structure of teacher education programs are still
few and slow to reach fruition. Often viewed by critics as an indication of teacher
educators’ unwillingness or inability to reform themselves, this circumstance exists
despite ongoing institutional efforts to reform programs (The Holmes Group, 1988).
On the contrary, the slowness with which promising reform is realized is more a re-
flection of the extraordinarily difficult conceptual and practical concerns that must
be addressed within the process of change itself. These issues represent some of
the major challenges in transforming knowledge about teaching into programs of
teacher education, and it is these challenges that will be addressed in Section Two
of this volume,
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THE KBBT AND THE
PREPARATION OF TEACHERS
FOR CONTEMPORARY
AMERICAN SOCIETY: AN
UNMATCHED SET?

2

MARLEEN C. PUGACH
BRENDA H. LEAKE

Overview. Without question, the pluralistic nature of
the society in which we live creates a set of challenges for the preparation of
teachers that is unlike any for which teachers have previously been prepared. In
this regard, the specific questions raised in this chapter are: How does the framing
of this volume, which purports to represent the knowledge base for the preparation
of all novice teachers, contribute to educating teachers for contemporary American
society, a society that is fundamentally characterized by a multiethnic, nwltira-
cial population? Is the point of view presented across the chapters in the KBBT
volume unified in this regard? Should it be? What is the responsibility 0. those
whose work is thought to represent the most current knowledge for presenting
their findings in the context of the society in which it will be used? Or, is it largely
the resg onsibility of its consuniers—in this case, teacher educators—to draw the

xplicit connections between what is considered to represent the best current
‘holarly knowledge regarding teaching (in contrast to knowledge regarding
teacher edncation) and its social context? m

T S
~ 7;‘)



Lo

While a great deal of controversy continues to exist
regarding the concept of a knowledge base for teaching, its emergence as a
metaphor for the professionalization of teaching has signaled a period of critical re-
flection for those who are engaged in the preparation of teachers. That codifiable
knowledge for teaching exists for informing, as opposed to prescribing the work of
teachers, and that this knowledge compels teachers to make reflective judgments
regarding its use, seems to us a reasonable state of affairs. Research on teaching
and learning holds the potential both to strengthen teachers' practical arguments
(Fenstermacher, 1986), and to decrease teachers’ uncertainties (Floden & Klinzing,
1990). However, how such knowledge is codified and presented to encourage its
optimal use by those who design programs of teacher education represents another
dimension of the issue. Tom and Valli (1990) remind us that the context in which
knowledge is presented centrally affects how such knowledge is conceptualized by
its users.

The purpose of this chapter is to place the initial effort,
as represented by the KBBT volume, in the context of the society in which teachers
will go about their work. Specifically, our concern lies with the relationship be-
tween the knowledge base as it is presented in the KBBT volume, and the particular
society for whose children teachers are being prepared today.

We have organized our critique of the knowledge base
volume into four sections. First, we discuss the actual and implied portrayal of mi-
nority students in the various chapters of the volume. Second, we discuss areas in
which the knowledge, as presented, holds important implications for the education
of a diverse student population, but wwhere those implications have been omitted or
glossed over in a way that disallows an explicit linkage between that portion of the
knowledge base and the education of a multiracial, multiethnic population of
students. Third, we examine the degree to which the volume addresses issues of the
relationship between family and the schools, including collaboration between
parents and teachers. Finally, we propose an alternative view for conceptualizing
the knowledge base, one which integrates knowledge and the particular context
and human dimensions unique to teaching. This alternative would more fully
validate the notion that the education process is nested in, and must be responsive
to, a richly diverse cultural milieu of the America of the 1990s and beyond.
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THE KBBT VOLUME’S PORTRAYAL
OF MINORITY STUDENTS

Four chapters (Cazden and Mehan, Florio-Ruane,
Greene, and Reynolds) appear to deal directly with issues related to the nature of
contemporary society, and the relationship between teacher education and that so-
ciety. Cazden ana Mehan (1989) recognize from the outset that the “unprecedented
nature of teacher-student relationships” results from the singular fact that, more so
than ever before, “teachers and students will not share cultural and social expe-
riences” (Cazden & Mehan, 1989, p. 47). This simple statement guides their
subsequent disr:ussions of task context, classroom language and culture, grouping
practices, and home and community relationships. Their perspective includes the
critical notions for teachers that: (1) intelligence is not monolithic and absolute, but
rather situation-specific; (2) accommodating children’s cultural backgrounds is one
of the basic responsibilities of teachers; (3) prosocial grouping practices are
important alternatives to conventional tracking, which historically penalizes
minority and poor students; and (4) understanding and accommodating stu-
dents' cultures are essential for success when teachers and students do not share a
common culture.

Cazden and Mehan's chapter presents a comprehensive
view of some of the major difficulties facing teacher education, if it is to keep pace
with the nature of contemporary American society. They challenge the practice of
“plaming the victim,” and rightfully portray “the need for beginning teachers to vary
instructional circumstances in order to take full advantage of students’ often unrec-
ognized resources” (p. 49). Cazden and Mehan clearly value the cultural capital
which minority students bring to their own and other students' educational setting,
and provide consistent direction for overcoming the deficit model that has often
been wrongly embraced in education.

Florio-Ruane (1989) focuses her discourse primarily
around the importance of beginning teachers possessing a thorough understanding
of the communicative processes in schools. She discusses the potential difficulties
faced by beginning teachers as they attempt to make professional sense of the al-
ready familiar environment of the classroom. Inherent in the process of ferreting



out professional norms, beginning teachers must become fluent in the knowledge,
skills, beliefs, values, and languages of the cultural context of the schools in which
they teach. Additionally, Florio-Ruane speaks directly to the potentially negative
impact that the school’s cultural norms might have on students who come to class-
room settings from backgrounds inconsistent with the prevalent school culture.

While Florio-Ruane's chapter is far more culturally en-
lightened and responsible than many of the other writings set forth in the KBBT vol-
ume, she weakens her position with a subsection entitled “The Special Problems of
Minority Children.” Although the basic content of this portion of her chapter em-
phasizes the notion that culturally diverse students are not inherently deficient, but
that the deficiencies lie within educators who have been inadequately or inappro-
priately trained to work in the realities of the culturally pluralistic American
schools, the prejudicial wording of the subtitle implies the old, too familiar, mindset
of “blaming the victim.” Admittedly, in isolation, the selection of a subtitle may
seen to be a petty issue. However, in the context of the KBBT volume's patterns of
onuissions and deleterious commentary with respect to culturally diverse students,
the selection of a subtitle becomes an issue of far greater significance.

Differing from both the Cazden and Mehan chapter and
the Florio-Ruane chapter, Reynolds' contribution on special needs students
(Reynolds, 1989) ascribes a completely different context for thinking about what it
means to be a member of a racial or ethnic minority. In addition to students
who are behind academically, who have poor social behavior, or physical or
health limitations, Reynolds defines students with special needs as any child
who lives in poverty, whose primary language is other than English, or who has
limited “experiences which provide background for formal education” (Reynolds,
1989, p. 130). By using the term “special needs” to describe this broad segment of
the population, Reynolds promotes a conceptualization of all students who live in
poverty or who are bilingual as deficient, thus discounting the potential of their cul-
turally different background experiences in their education. This unfortunate, inclu-
sive definition of special needs students is followed by a conventional discussion of
the history of services to students labeled as handicapped. Later in the chapter
Reynolds goes on to include in his definition children of divorced parents, children
living with single mothers, children of alcoholic parents, and children of teenage
mothers all under the rubric of students with special needs.

The approach to the multiethnic, multiracial, and
multiclass society in which we live appears in this chapter to be squarely based in a
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deficit model. The discussion is predicated on the assumption that all students who
live in poverty, who are bilingual, as well as those who are disabled, require special
education services.

Rather than promoting the viewpoint that the student
population has changed, and that this change requires drastic rethinking of our edu-
cational approaches to all children, Reynolds (1989) labels a huge segment of the
population of children in our schools as special needs (SN), stating that “the main
work of educators who serve SN pupils is to join with other educators in efforts to
make sure that the well-confirmed principles of effective instruction and effective
schools are applied in programs for SN pupils” (p. 135). His assumption, in this
statement, appears to be that the broad group of children he identified earlier will
all have special teachers, and, by extension, that not all teachers will teach students
who fall into one of the many categories he naines as belonging to special needs.
This is obviously not the case.

Reynolds makes sone important comments with respect
to generalized knowledge for all teachers. However, these attempts are dwarfed in
relationship to the decidedly deficit-oriented nature of the chapter; further, his posi-
tion is often inconsis. nt. For example, in discussing the importance of teachers un-
derstanding families that are culturally and ethnically different, Reynolds cites the
importance of seeing a child’s cultural background as a contribution to his edu-
cation. Yet he talks about identifying SN students on the basis of a lack of
background preparation. He calls for ending school programs that regularly result
in poor achievement for urban children and youth, and the need for teachers to be
willing to be inclusive of ali students in their classes. Yet he states that teachers of
special needs students should insure the quality of programs for SN pupils alone.

In intent, the chapter seems to reflect confusion: is its
purpose to provide a contemporary view of special education, one that includes
more than th.e small number of students with actual handicapping conditions? Or is
it to discuss the changes in the school-aged population, changes that will demand a
new way of dealing equitably with the whole school population, without calling
many special needs and others not? Given the actual rhetoric of the chapter, neither
of these seems to be the prominent message, although both ideas are mentioned in
passing. What dominates is the stark portrayal of the vast majority of students in
today's schools as having special needs presented in the context of the special
education sector of the educational bureaucracy.. That students have many ex-
traordinary needs in our schools today is not at issue here. What is at issue is



the unfortunate misrepresentation of the task ahead for teachers and teacher
educators, as it pertains to their expectations for working with children who
are culturally and ethnically different, children raised in poverty, and children
with handicapping conditions.

In bold contrast, Greene (1989) uses her chapter as an
opportunity to establish a firm rationale for teacher preparation programs to
encompass three major challenges of contemporary American education: @)
American schools must expand the charge of democratic socialization to include
preparation of an “articulate public,” a reflective citizenry; (2) teachers must be
knowledgeable about the overt and covert ways in which schools are affected by
the interrelated social and political contexts in which they exist; and (3) the racial,
ethnic, and socioeconomic diversity of American society necessitates schooling
which recognizes, and even celebrates, the pluralistic capital of contemporary
America. Greene emphasizes the importance of preparing beginning teachers who
are themselves empowered by and who can, in tumm, empower their students with
the knowledge that schools exist within interrelated social and political contexts—
contents which define educational goals—and the distribution of educational
benefits in a manner consistent with prevailing societal beliefs and values. Subse-
quently, she challenges those who wish to become educators of American youth to
be cognizant of, and responsive to, the increasingly diverse American population
and the resultant changes in societal and political educational expectations. The
pluralistic composition of contemporary America necessitates that educators be-
come aware of the influences of the “multiple realities and multiple perspectives”
(Greene, 1989, p. 144) which affect the social and political contexts of schools.

Beginning with the 19th century and continuing through
to the current era of high technology, Greene presents a concise, yet effective, over-
view of the major shifts in the American social and political arena which have had
significant impact on our educational system. She openly acknowledges the embar-
rassing legacy of the racial, ethnic, socioeconomic, and sexual exclusivity which
has too often been prevalent in the American educational agenda. Greene cites
Tyack and Hansot in reminding us that the charge to American schools has histori-
cally been “to preserve—but improve—the existing social order” (1989, p. 146).
This charge has usually implicitly, and often explicitly, meant that the status and
values of white, middle-class, Protestant males must be maintained as the standard
by which all others are measured. Greene quotes E.L. Doctorow in describing the
relative contextual stature of African American and other minorities, “There were
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no Negroes. There were no immigrants” (p. 146). The educational context has tradi-
tionally rendered African Americans and other minorities to relative invisibility.
Greene states that prior to the early 1960s, racist attitudes relegated African Ameri-
cans to positions of either intentional exclusion, or invisible menial existence.

Ironically, as Greene so eloquently establishes this his-
torical context for the beginning teacher's knowledge base, she exposes what we
perceive to be the critical problem of the KBBT volume in its present form. K
contemporary American schools exist in, and are held accountable to, a highly
pluralistic society, it appears inadequate and inaccurate to present a presumably
definitive body of writings which only infrequently make direct references to Afri-
can Americans and other American minority youth. Discussions of culturally
diverse populations are primarily either the presentation of deficit perspectives, or
completely absent. Thus, the KBBT volume relegates African Americans and other
American minorities to menial status or nonexistence. By the omission of, or nega-
tivity toward, the ever-growing culturally diverse American population, the KBBT
volume reflects the unfortunate realitic s of those attitudes commonly found in both
the schools and teacher education programs. We do not believe that a work which
purports to lend a conceptual framework for teacher education in the 1990s should
leave to chance the critical social and political translations which must be made by
American educators in a culturally diverse context.

EXPLICIT LINKS BETWEEN THE
KBBT VOLUME AND TEACHERS
FOR CONTEMPORARY CLASSROOMS

The issue we attempt to address in this section of our
critique is the degree to which implications for teaching in a multiethnic, multiracial
society need to be drawn explicitly in the presentation of current knowledge for
teaching. Our concern is that there are many aspects of the recent research on
learning and learners that have profound implications for how teachers approach
their work with a diverse group of students. However, if those implications are not



explicitly drawn, teacher educators and their students may fail to connect the
meaning of that knowledge to the nature of the students they teach. If knowledge is
presented in the abstract, in the absence of these linkages, the danger exists that
beginning teachers will fail to see its relevance to their own teaching of students
whose culture and race differs from their own, particularly when novice teachers
may not yet have exp.ored their own feelings regarding working in multiracial,
multiethnic schools or classrooms. For teacher educators themselves, similar
potential exists for incomplete or incorrect interpretations.

The critical need to make these links in an explicit man-
ner was apparently obvious to Griffin (1989) as expressed in the final chapter of the
volume. Griffin does a commendable job of summarizing the major theoretical
components of the KBBT volume into 10 “overlapping and interactive” theoretical
premises. He terms these theoretical premises as “features,” and discusses each one
in the context of a functional, contemporary, educational environment. The “Fea-
tures of the Knowledge-Based School” presented by Griffin are: (1) knowledge
about teaching is mutable and always under consideration for modification; (2)
teaching is complex, often ambiguous, and frequently nonlinear; (3) learning to
teach is additive, ongoing, and unending; (4) teaching and schooling are examined
in light of current and historical context conditions; (5) both pedagogical knowl-
edge and subject matter knowledge are valued; (6) knowledge is actively
constructed by students, with considerable participation by teachers; (7) teachers
are curriculum workers; (8) curriculum and instruction are coherent and sys-
tematic over time, and across grades and subjects; (9) theories, research, and prac-
tical wisdom influence school programs, pedagogy, and the ways the school accom-
plishes its tasks; and (10) teachers demonstrate the hallmarks of professional
behavior. Following the more abstract discourse on these premises, Griffin makes a
transition into a more concrete venue by offering illustrative, hypothetical vignettes
as “"glimpses of life in the knowledge-driven school” (Griffin, 1989, p. 284).

In presenting and discussing each of these premises and
vignettes, Griffin (1989) makes salient connections between the body of knowledge
offered in the KBBT volume and the issues and realities of conteniporary American
schools. Griffin charges those professionals engaged in teacher education to
develop a collective sense of purpose, similar to that imperative for the
professionalization of classroom practitioners, which is clearly reflective of an eco-
logical perspective of the teaching/learning process. ile states that “if thiz hook be-
comes a useful resource for teacher educators, it will be necessary for each of us to
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give some conscious attention to how the various bodies of knowledge important to
teachers can come together in reinforcing and intellectually and practically rig-
orous ways” (p. 283).

Unfortunately, the KBBT volume has relegated one of the
most useful chapters to the “last-but-not-least” status. Because the chapters can be
read in isolation, the absence of any ongoing framework for linking the knowledge
beyond Griffin's final chapter to contemporary American schools and school-aged
children and youth is particularly problematic. A few examples, illustrating what
might occur without such an organizing framework, follow.

A thorough knowledge of research on the cognitive-
meciational perspective on learning is fundamental to the repertoire of a beginning
teacher precisely because, as Anderson states (1989), of the advantage this perspec-
tive provides in the sense that “it is less likely to lead to beliefs that students cannot
learn” (Anderson, 1989, p. 105). Anderson stresses that instruction cannot take
place without knowledge of the learner and his or her existing knowledge.
However, Anderson fails to use this chapter as an opportunity to provide specific
examples which clarify that we are often talking about students from other cultures
and ethnic groups whose background knowledge is not lacking, but instead is
merely different from the culture of most teachers and needs to be appreciated and
made familiar as such. In other words, teachers for contemporary American
schools will necessarily have to expect these vast differences. And even if they do
not teach students whose culture differs vastly from their own, which we believe is
unlikely for any teacher, they are still responsible for transmitting values which are
inclusive of heterogeneity. Jackson's (1986) notion of the mistaken “presumption of
shared identity” is precisely the lesson of the cognitive-mediational perspective;
promoting the expectation for children’s differences in background knowledge, and
teaching how to be appreciative of these differences are basic considerations for all
programs of teacher preparation. The lack of explicit linkages between the
fundamental concept of mediating learning from the point at which students enter
the classroom and the knowledge they bring to the learning process—and the
immediate problenm in contemporary American schools of the endeniic failures of
students whose background knowledge is not that of middle-class America—is per-
haps the most critical example of this concept.

Further, without specific examples and linkages, discus-
sions of *he importance of background knowledge may unwittingly reinforce nega-
tive sterectypes. For example, when Anderson states in Chapter Nine that the
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teacher's presentation of materials is crucial for “students who do not s, -
neously search for meaningful relationships between ideas (i.e., younger students,
lower-achieving students, special needs students, or students who are novices in a
particular domain)” (Anderson, 1989, p. 102), there is a real danger that this could
be interpreted as “students in inner city schools, children of poverty, do not search
for meaningful relationships between ideas” and, thus, be incorrectly generalized to
entire urban or rural poor populations. Great care needs to be taken in the presenta-
tion of research-based knowledge (Tom & Valli, 1990) to insure that its inter-
pretation extends and challenges conventional experiences prospective teachers
may have had. In the abstract, without contextualizing that knowledge in terms of
contemporary American society, the aims of teacher education relative to the
purpose of democracy are not likely to be fostered.

A related problem presents itself in Wang and Palincsar's
(1989) chapter on students’ active roles in learning. In general, the chapter is predi-
cated on the important concept that

an understanding of students’ knowledge characteristics is essential for the design
and improvement of instructional interventions, especially interventions directed
toward the proportionally large population of students who have not benefited from
the outcomes-focused approach that dominates current practice. (Wang & Palincsar,
1989, p. 74)

However, it is possible that the abstract presentation of
this idea may not stimulate a connection between the experiences of many minority
students in schools and those concepts. For example, in a discussion of the im-
portance of perceptions of self and learning, the role of self-perceptions regarding
past experience is stressed as it relates to effects on a student's subsequent
performance. To discuss this aspect of teaching and learning without making a
linkage to the vast numbers of students who come to school with negative ex-
periences behind them is at best incomplete. In contrast, McDiarmid, Ball, and
Anderson (1989) provide a specific and extremely helpful example of how the
concept of equality may be understood differently in the Yupik Eskimo culture
to illustrate the role of culture in the construction of knowledge and the impor-
tance of simultaneously considering subject matter and the students for whom
it is being addressed.

The inherent problem in omitting these connections in
the KBBT volume involves the degree to which those who would codify the current
knowledge base see its compilation either as an abstract, or a contextualized task.
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In our opinion, the current state of schooling requires attention to context as teach-
ers draw on the knowledge base; without it, we simply may miss a perfect opportu-
nity to make explicit how current basic concepts of teaching and learning play out
in a demographically heterogeneous society. The decreasing efficacy of far too
many public schools is salient evidence of the “academic bankruptcy” which occurs
when practice ignores contextual realities. We worry about the implications of its
omission for developing responsive schools. Helping prospective teachers over-
come their stereotypes is hard work, and it is questionable to assume that novices
will make the connections that will help them overcome their stereotypes easily.

SCHOOLS, FAMILIES, AND
COMMUNITIES AND THE KBBT
VOLUME

A third area of concern relates to knowledge about how
the school and families’communities interact. Largely unacknowledged in the
interpretation of the knowledge base advanced in the KBBT volume is knowl-
edge related to working with parents and families of school-age children. The
notion of home-school relations, so prevalent in the literature and practice of early
childhood education, is generally conspicuous by its absence. “Parent-teacher
cooperation” is listed on one page in the volume's subject index. Similarly, “commu-
nity influence” is listed on two pages (one of which is the same page as the parental
reference); both of these references are located in Griffin's final chapter. A single
reference to communities and school districts occurs in the chapter of the organiza-
tion and governance of school districts. In other words, nowhere is the critical issue
of building partnerships with parents addressed in the context of specific
knowledge for teaching. Further, the whole notion of early childhood education
and prevention is also excluded from the volume. Unfortunately, the chapter on
collaboration, which provides a likely opportunity to include collaboration
among teachers as well as between teachers and parents, was not so conceptu-
alized. Parents are mentioned primarily in the context of special education in this
chapter as well as in Reynolds’ chapter.
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Contemporary American schools are perhaps most
unlike those in the past regarding the degree of voluntary parental involvement in
the education of children and youth. For a variety of reasons, parents have become
increasingly distanced from the formal education of their children. While the most
commonly accepted rationales for this distancing tend to be related to socio-
economic factors, there are those who might argue that the diminishing parental in-
vestments in schools are the result of increased parental awareness of educational
quality, or lack thereof. Nationally, schools are addressing items such as decentrali-
zation of school bureaucracies, school voucher plans, and school choice plans; the
very nature of these issues indicate a more proactive posturing of parents as more
informed and critical consumers of education. These issues of increased quantity
and quality of parental access to the educational arena, coupled with the literature
certifying the importance of familial connections in the learning of all students,
necessitate an intensive level of consideration when compiling and prioritizing a
knowledge base for beginning teachers. Perhaps the KBBT volume's minimal recog-
nition of crucial issues around family connections is indicative of the isolationist at-
titudes prevalent in most schools relative to parental participation and access. How
teachers address this, how they understand different familial structures, how they
make the jump from “parental” involvement to “family” involvement—thereby rec-
oghizing that other family members may also be in a position to link to schools, and
how to build extended parental and family support are simply not addressed. In
short, we find this to be a major shortcoming of the volume, one which cannot be
omiitted if schools are to be responsive to their student. populations.

THE UNIQUENESS OF THE
KNOWLEDGE BASE FOR TEACHING

In the press to present teaching as a wholly scientific en-
deavor, those who would codify the knowledge base for teaching have looked to
other sciences as a model for how to codify its current research-based knowledge;
the product is a series of abstract summaries of knowledge. Further, these chapters
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are a distressing parallel to the way many, if not most, teacher education programs
have traditionally been organized, that is, as a series of unrelated chapteys in meth-
odology, psychology, and foundational and organizational knowledge. Therefore,
the KBBT volume appears poised to perpetuate the current structure of teacher
education, rather than to serve as a lightning rod for its reform.

Although we are not familiar with parallel texts in other
professions, we suspect that a volume like Gray's Anatomy, or other similar classic
works in medicine, functioned to represent current knowledge—and not a volume
entitled Knowledge Base for the Beginning Physician. Yet we continue to respect
the need for teaching practice thoroughly grounded in an understanding of current
research-based knowledge in teaching and learning and used as a guide, but not a
prescription, for teaching. However, in our view, teaching is a uniquely human
enterprise, and it is this uniqueness that should drive the codif.cation of knowledge
and how it will be used by teachers and teacher educators. Consider the following:
it is entirely possible to go to a physician and get an accurate diagnosis of the
problem without ever having a particularly personal and humanistic interaction
with a physician. If he or she is knowledgeable in the abstract, it may be possible to
forego the human interaction and even see it as unimportant. The notion of
“bedside manner” is for many easily forsaken in exchange for seeing the most
highly skilled physician. Not all physicians may agree on whether this is a wise
state of affairs, but it is nevertheless the case.

On the contrary. teacher knowledge is always used in a
personal context and, to make matters more complex, in a group and societal con-
text as well. This is what makes knowledge for teaching distinct and exciting as
well as frustrating for novice teachers who wish absolute answers but must learn to
use the absolutes as a guide and not a prescription. The abstract presentation of
knowledge, coupled with the separation of topics into the traditional framework
which characterizes most teacher education programs, means that the KBBT
volume has generally failed to tell the unique story of knowledge for teaching in our
contemporary American society to its readers.

In her chapter on *The Ethical Dimension of Teaching,”
Strom (1989) reminds us that it is generally recognized that teaching is intrinsically
moral” (p. 268). She discusses, in some detail, the need for beginning teachers to
engage in deliberations regarding the ethics of their work and ethical dimensions of
curricular decisions for example. However, like the balance of the chapters, this
particular subject is treated in isolation, apart from the cultural concerns expressed
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by Cazden and Mehan, Florio-Ruane, and Greene, and makes no mention of the
moral dilemma associated with the welfare of minorities in the public education
system. Unfortunately, by separating this topic, as others have been similarly sepa-
rated in the volume, the moral and ethical dimensions of teaching that so sorely
need to be addressed throughout a teacher education program appear to be isolated
as the province of professors in foundations, rather than an overriding concern
throughout programs of teacher education. And the critical relationships between
advances in cognitive psychology, which provide guidance for how to address the
nmoral dilemma from the perspective of learners and instruction, are also not drawn.

How would the volume have looked if it had integrated
the knowledge we should be drawing on in restructuring teacher education? From
the outset it would be clearly distinguished from a purely scientific description
of teaching. Therefore, the term “knowledge base” could be seen as a misno-
mer, and a more appropriate concept might be something like “Guiding the Profes-
sional Development of Beginning Teachers.” Next, it would be a volume in which
each chapter depended on the next for full understanding, and one in which the cru-
cial themes for teaching—instruction, growth and development, the context of
schooling, and the nature of contemporary American society—would be prominent
throughout. This would summarily preclude a separate treatment of
multicultural issues in a stand-alone portion of such a volume. This kind of or-
ganizational scheme would mean that the author or authors would be pushed to
look, seek out, and examine the linkages between the knowledge they offer and the
context in which it would be played out. Finally, it would address the role of
research-based knowledge in teaching overtly and provide a clear perspective on its
role in learning to teach.

Preparing teachers for contemporary American society
is a daunting challenge, but we do, in fact, have more knowledge about teaching,
learning, and classrooms to draw on in this effort than ever before. In
reconceptualizing how to engage in teacher education, we must take great care to
use this opportunity to clarify our unique role, and to stimulate teacher educators to
rethink their practice. Clearly, one of the fundamental issues is how we conceptual-
ize effective teaching and learning for the diverse nature of our student population.
In the absence of a clear commitment to this issue, knowledge for teaching
presented in the abstract will likely fail to provide the groundwork for meeting the
needs of today's students in a professionally responsible manner.
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Overview. One of the greatest challenges in chang-
ing the practice of teacher education is preparing teachers to work with
multicultural, multilingual populations. The previous chapter noted the absence of
sufficient content in the KBBT volume that would be useful in addressing this criti-
cal task. This chapter reveals the perceptions of teachers in multicultural, multilin-
gual schools regarding the actual knowledge they use in working with their stu-
dents on a day-to-day basis. The perception of this group of teachers, drawn from
urban areas in three countries, is that attitudes toward children, knowledge of fami-
lies and communities, and caring about what happens to children are the store-
house of knowledge on which teachers rely when confronted with the challenges of
teaching in their particular contexts. The study presented in this chapter further
substantiates the importance of knowledge in these areas for beginning teachers,
and it also reminds us that working in complex and diverse classrooins sharpens
that aspect of teaching that is fundamentally concerned with caring for the children
one teaches. B
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It is probable that no educational institution, public or
private, is immune from the forces for change sweeping the American educational
system. The problem of preparedness, while severe overall, is acute for teachers in
urban, poor, multicultural, multilingual, and minority schools. When teachers are
less than adequately or inappropriately prepared, both teachers and the children
they teach suffer. The impact of this situation is felt in the appalling minority drop-
out rate in the United States and in the continuing decline in the pool of minority
teachers, from 12% in 1963 to 8% in 1987. It is further anticipated that this number
may continue to decline to about 5% by the year 2000 (Wells, 1987). Given the
increasingly multicultural American profile, it is very likely that few totally ho-
mogeneous bodies of students now exist in our urban or suburban environments-
whether the differences be those of ethnicity, culture, or class. How to prepare
successful teachers for these diverse populations must be a priority for teacher
preparation programs.

While much research has examined effective teaching
practices, iess has been done to define the knowledge base for teacher preparation,
and still less to determine how that knowledge base should respond to the cultural
profile of the students or their teachers. Although it has been stated that the begin-
ning teacher must understand the relationship between pedagogy and the
individual’s role in society, this premise still lacks practical pedagogical advice and
remains focused on learrer-inherent factors rather than teacher-inherent factors.
The necessary tie between the teacher’s knowledge base and the available informa-
tion about student populations and behaviors has yet to be established. Given the
high probability that teachers now and in the future will be from the majority cul-
ture, research that would determine the relationship between the knowledge of
beginning teachers, student characteristics, and the requisites for teaching in a
multicultural, multilingual school setting was indicated.

What should constitute the knowledge base for begin-
ning teachers working within these differing cultural settings therefore presented
an appropriate topic for investigation. Accordingly, this chapter reports on the re-
sults of a two-year international case study focusing on the personal, professional,
and intellectual characteristics of experienced, successful teachers of minority chil-
dren. This particular focus was chosen because although the body of literature on
effective teachers in general is vast and growing (Berliner, 1986; Brophy & Good,
1986; Gage, 1978, 1986; Leinhardt & Greeno, 1986; Rosenshine & Stevens, 1986;
Shulman, 1978), fewer studies have focused on successful teachers of children from
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racial and linguistic minorities. The study’s aim was to begin to identify the charac-
teristics that contribute to successful teachers of minority children. By identifying
the practices and experiences that successful teachers of multiethnic, urban, poor,
and multilingual students believe to be responsible for their success, this knowl-
edge may point out lines of development for programs engaged in the preparation
of novice teachers to serve populations where children of ethnic or linguistic mi-
norities predominate. These findings would be invaluable for faculty teacher prepa-
ration programs involved in restructuring.

METHOD

The three institutions that took part in this study were
the Universitaet Wien in Vienna, Austria, the London South Bank Polytechnic in
England, and the City College of New York in the United States. It was hoped that
by learning about effective teachers of children who are similarly situated in that
they are part of an ethnic or linguistic minority, but who are from different back-
grounds and live in different societies, the study would yield a more general set of
conclusions. In this manner, findings regarding characteristics of successful teach-
ers of Black and Latino children in New York City were supplemented by the results
of investigations into the characteristics of Afro-Caribbean, Asian, Pakistani,
Turkish, and Yugoslavian children in London and Vienna. The study was inten-
tionally limited to elementary schools, for it is during the initial years of contact
with the school that children from racial and language minorities go through the
period of sharpest transition. The participating schools were located in areas
chosen to represent demographic patterns found in each of the cities.

Recommendations for successful teachers who could
participate in the study were solicited from the principals and staff of these suc-
cessful schools. The study thus solicited the participation of 102 teachers, 50 in
New York City, 31 in Vienna, and 21 in London. As requested, most of the teachers
who were recommended were, in the eyes of their immediate supervisors, not only
very successful but also highly experienced. Taking all three cities together, well
over 76% of the teachers had been teaching for five years or more at the time of
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their participation, More than 90% of the teachers were women; the sample con-
tained four men in New York City, three men in London, and two men in Vienna—a
proportion fairly representative of the actual distribution of males on elementary
school stafis. The ethnicity of the teachers in the European cities was predomi-
nantly White, while the American sample was 24% White and 76% Black or Hispanic.

All participating teachers were asked to recall, from the
preceding 15 days, two incidents, one which they thought they had handled compe-
tently and one where they felt they had not done as well, The teachers were then
asked to provide two lengthy statements, one for each incident, reflecting on the
personal and professional practices that had made possible the handling of one inci-
dent successfully and the other less so. The information gathered by this study,
then, comes directly from the teachers' self-reports and, as such, it partakes of all
the advantages, and suffers from all the shortcomings, of self-reports. However, one
of the aspects that makes this study unique is that its findings are based on the con-
sidered introspections of professionals who work in very diverse teaching environ-
ments, who are judged by their most immediate supervisors to be obtaining positive
results in their teaching of children from minority groups, and who have reflected,
in highly concrete terms, on what it is that has made them succeed or fail during re-
cent, specific experiences.

larticipating teachers conveyed their reflections con-
cerning the two experiences either in written essays or during taped conversations,
depending on the given research team and time constraints in each city. Thus, all
statements made by London teachers and some by New York City teachers are in
the form of essays, while all Vienna teachers’ and the majority of New York City
teachers’ statements are in the form of transcripts of taped conversations.

In all three cities, the collected statements were sub-
jected to two types of examination, one quantitative and one qualitative. The quanti-
tative examination consisted of a content analysis of topics covered by teachers as
they reflected on their positive and negative experiences. The qualitative examina-
tions consisted of a culling of dominant themes, opinions, and remarks that could
be used to provide additional insights into the teachers’ instructional techniques.
These themes have been interspersed throughout the quantitative presentation of
the data to complement the quantitative study and to give a full account of the
respondents’ views on what makes for successful teachers of children from maulti-
lingual and multiethnic, urban populations.
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On the basis of an initial reading of the essays and the
transeripts, a coding manual of 106 topics was developed to subjeet the data to a
systenatic content. analysis. It bears stressing that these topies were not. put forth
beforchand but were derived from a careful reading of the statements. The topies
are, thus, the respondents’ own list of relevant factors that, from their point of view,
affect suceess and failure in the teaching of minority children. All transeripts were
coded according to whether there was explicit mention of any one of 105 different
content topices, and whether the reference made to the specific topic by the particu-
Lar informant was of a positive or negative nature. Negative, in this context, does
not imply that the teacher’s attitnde with regard to a particular topic was malicious
or prejudicial; a negative topic is sitmply one that a respondent considered as part of
a deseription of an unresolved or otherwise unsuccessful experience,

L]
FINDINGS

The topies feil into two doniains that will be presented
separately. The intrinsic domain contains topics that deal with the teachers' own
personal and professional characteristies. The extrinsic domain contains topics
that deal with factors over which teachers have little direet influence—having to do
with communities, institutions, and children. Topies belonging to the intrinsic do-
main were discussed much more frequently than those belonging to the extrinsic
domain. It wis also true, in all three eities, that when extrinsic topies were dis-
cussed, the general tone was much less positive than when discussion centered on
topies belonging to the intrinsic domain.

THIE INTRINSIC DOMAIN

This domain contains topics having to do with teacher
characteristies and, therefore, is more responsive to the questions initially posed in
this study. Overall, the data indicate that the respondents believe that suecessful
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teaching results from a combination of knowledge, skill, and organizational capac-
ity, as well as personal and attitudinal qualities. In describing their concept of “the
good teacher,” the teachers in this study cited such areas of knowledge as informa-
tion about local communities’ familiarity with theories of child development and
studies of learning styles, as well as such academic areas as mastery of the subject
to be taught. Many also cited such organizational skills as knowing how to arrange
children into work groups, being able to provide sufficient space for group activi-
ties, allowing children to participate in decision-making, and remaining always con-
scious of the need to spell out for children the nature of the tasks to be undertaken.
Also mentioned were affective elements and personal qualities, such as being able
to nurture and love children, knowing how to treat each child as an individual, pro-
viding a warm and friendly environment, and remembering to positively reinforce
high achievement and good behavior. Finally, many of our respondents cited also
their own positive attitudes toward being a teacher.

Affective and Academic Characteristics

The weight teachers gave these variables was highly
skewed. It became clear that the factors that the informants regarded as the most
important determinants of successful teaching are the affective ones, covering the
personal qualities of teachers as well as their attitudes. It was also clear that, in the
view of these teachers, crganizational skills come in at a close second, along with
knowledge of families and community and of the way children leam and develop;
academic factors weigh in at a somewhat distant third.

In the view of most respondents, the factor that contrib-
utes to successful teaching the most is the ability to build self-esteem and pride in
children. This is closely followed by the ability to observe and listen to children and
the ability to gain knowledge of individual children. Most of the teachers agreed
that a good teacher has to be able, first and foremost, to connect with children and
with the profession itself in a manner that is mature, generous, constructive, and
sensitive. Most informants spent their time discussing the psychological qualities
they possess, as well as the personal-affective moves they make, that lead time and
again to successful teaching experiences. For teachers, their belief that affective
and personal qualities are more important than academice or organizational ones
was demonstrated quantitatively and, as it were, by default. That is, having been
given ample opportunity to talk about what made them good teachers, most talked
a great derlabout the kind of people they are and only a little about the things they
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know or the academic preparation they have, But some teachers dwelled on these
matters explicitly. Typical was this comment by a teacher in New York City:
11 eame (o me between the 10t and E6th year of teaching Between the 10t and 16th
yeur of leaching 1 discovered thal what was needed for these children was nol an em-
phisis on the academice but & meaningful interaction with mature adults. The relation-
ship with a stable, mature adull is most important,

This reflection of an experienced teacher highlights the
importance of the finding regarding the preeminenee of affective factors in her con-
ception of what makes her succeessful with minority children, 1t was repentedly
found that it takes a long time for a teacher to feel so comfortable in the teaching-
learning situation that she can effectively give attention o these affective factors, In
the transeripls, the more experienced teachers were the ones who wete able to talk
explicitly about the emotional side of life in the classroom.

Another very experienced teacher, who cmiphasized
structure and order, prefaced her romarks by saying: “Yo sicmpre le he dado
enfasis a la parte qfection, Lo intelectual viene despues® CU've always empha-
sizod the affective part. The intellectual part comes second.”) Most of the infor-
mants linked the importance of affeetive factors to the social conditions in which
their children live. One teacher's words are typical of this position:

Teachers are of two kinds, some are just exeellent academically and good inteaching
tochniques. These are only teachers. But there are those of us who have all that, and
then put extea effort with those children who are in need. We care and give them love,
I sl has (o do with the target population. In other districts, teachers may nol have (o
he teachers, soctal workers, and guidanee connselors, bul in this school you have to
be all of the above,
Another teacher echoed her words:

P've given more atention to the affective part of tenching. Heve, more than naschool
of upper soctoecconomie stalus, that is Important. There are many societal problewms,
Children are abandoned in terms of the nurturing that onee existed.

In 2 similar vein, another teacher spoke al length of his
many years of teaching in the same neighborhood and of his familiarity with the
subsequent lives of children he taught. He emphasized thal frunilies and communi-
ties are often sonrees of strength for children in his district. But he alsc stressed the
impact that poverty’and community disintegration have on many Hispunic and
Black children who live surrounded by social problems, of which drug addiction is
only the more familiar one. He has found many of the children he teaches are cither
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now in the middle of, or are soon headed for, extreiely stressful conditions, He
said:
I think the affective part is more important because I am convineed that what hap-
pens academically at the elementary level, does not make any differenee at all in the
secondary school. . . .What you need to teach in elementary school is the inner
strength to overcome the disaster. You can always make up what you didn't learn,
even as an adult. But the inner strength has to be given early.
This teacher added that he had seen too many academically successful children
who, lacking that strength and despite their good academic skills, ended up on
drugs ecight years later anyway.
Along these same lines, it should be added that none of
the teachers mentioned academic knowledge alone as the determinant of success;
that is, all those who mentioned factors relating to the mastery of a discipline spoke
at length also of their capabilities as classroom performers. In addition, several
teachers explicitly stated their belief that being a good teacher had little or nothing
to do with academic knowledge and everything to do with personal qualities. It
should be clarified that there is no evidence that these teachers think knowledge
and information are irrelevant. They appeared to regard subject. matter information
as valuable and knowledge, in general, as important. Rather, it seems that though
important, academic knowledge and skills are outranked in their estimation by
other, even more powerful explanations of teachers’ success. _
Typical were comments like this: °l care deeply about the
children; they're important to me.” Another informant’s comment on her strengths
says:
My other strength is that T listen to the kids, 1 listen to theiz complaints of fear, their
uneasiness. [ pick it up right away. Fam good at picking up nonverbal communication
that is often missed. . . .1 always hold my breath and listen to the kids. 1 give opportu-
nity for them to work independently and for me to step back. I give time to the chil-
dren.

Another teacher answered our question about success in a particular situation

completely in children’s terms:
Children were involved in the whole process. Their ideas were considered and os-
teemed. When a problem arose on my part, the children were informed and inchided
in the solution of it. Hlonesty on my part in dealing with the children prevailed. |dealt
openly with the children about my feelings and needs and what | felt capable of doing
and, in turn, respectfully considered their feelings and needs too. .. In summary, 1'd
say the botiom line is to trust Kids, give them credit. Praise and build their self-osteem




continually. Build a relationship with them where both you and they can feel comfor-

able and safe in the elussroom, safe to be who you are and all you can become.
It seems that this ehild-centered approach is an important finding regarding the
personal orientation of teachers. Their commitment to children is what motivates
and inspires their work. These teachers were convinced that all their children could
learn and be successful despite their needs when they enter school. This can be
most clearly seen from the fact that the content. analysis shows the ability to ob-
serve and to listen, to know and to work with individual children, as being some of
the most important skills these teachers said they possessed. These teachers ap-
pear to be successful precisely because they have a special interest in children as
individuals. They take the time to listen to them, to observe them, to know them, to
know their needs and strengths, and to know what makes them tick and leamn.

It seems that when successful teachers encounter children
with problems, they do not exclude them from the teaching-leaming situation, do not
send them to the office, and do not ignore them or call in the parents. Rather, the
teacher knows these children well enough to understand how to involve them in a
learning situation and how to provide individual students with a situation from which
they can benefit. These teachers are confident and self-assured, accommodate their
teaching to the learing styles of their students, and never have a condescending
attitude. Instead, they trust and respect the ability of all children to leam. The following
account of a successful experience with an individual child is perhaps illustrative. This
prekindergarten teacher in New York City explained that a certain child had only heen
in her classroom for a semester and that his concentration was short, She went on to
say:

For the first time he made a helicopter, He was very proud of his helicopter. | wrote
down what he said. (Teacher then points to a helicopter that is hanging in the class-
room along with a sign. She reads the sign.) 1t said: *My father will like this becanse |
finally made something nice.’
These successiul teachers seem to know how to build up children’s self-esteen so that
they can bring them to new heights,

Teacher Orientation to Instruetion

Although affective factors, relating to their deep appre-
ciation of themselves as teachoers and of children as learners, are reported by the in-
formants as b ing the most to do with their suceess, clearly those affective factors
do not tell the whole story. In their view, pedagogical skills count for a great deal
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too. When turning to the craft of teaching, as it is found in the self-reports of these
informants, one is immediately struck by what might be described as the demo-
cratic climate of their classrooms. By and large, th se teachers have classrooms
that might seem traditional to the unsophisticated eye, but alternative modes of
teaching and learning are taking place. That is, most of these teachers' classrooms
may appear physically to be traditional, with desks arranged in the familiar pat-
terns. Yet, the teachers' structure of the teaching situation requires that individual
children have some degree of control over their own Jearning.

Most of the respondents would probably be regarded as
traditionalists because they, at times, conduet whole-class lessons. But it is their
knowledge of how to deal with children individually and the understanding of how
to structure cooperative, small group learning situations that they mention most
frequently in connection with the pedagogical skills that contribute to effective
teaching. The teachers regarded the ability to teach individual children as most im-
portant, the ability to teach small groups second, and the ability to teach the whole
class only third. A successful teacher, then, is one who does not always insist on
whole-class teaching for all children at all times, and who values most the abil-
ity to depart from a whole-class format and attend to the teaching task in a more
creative fashion,

In discussing the ways in which they relate to children,
these successful teachers made several other important points. Typically, they said
they know that cnildren are naturally curious, and they, therefore, try to build their
teaching around that curiosity; they know different children leamn differently, and
they thus teach them in different ways; they know children don't deal in abstrac-
tions, and their teaching is, therefore, characterized by presentation of all concepts
through concrete experiences.

The following accounts of successful learning situations
best illustrate the type of organizational knowledge considered of importance by
the respondents. One Aimerican teacher wrote about her class's participation in
three distriet projects as follows:

The first step 1 took was to tell the students about the idea of working in small groups
or committees and abont the different projects that they were going to be involved
with. T asked them to think about selecting an area of interest as I explained some of
the activities that were going to take place in each group and the materials they woukd
he working with, For example, in science, we had been working in small groups, put-
ting electvical cireaits together; therefore, the students that were going to be involved
in the science-tair group were asked 10 create an interesting project using the materi-
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als and the knowledge they had obtained during the science hands-on activities they
had been involved in, . . .After a preview of the different projects, the students se-
lected a project of their interest. We reviewed the rules of working in small groups. . . .

The next step was to find a large block of time jn which the
children could work without any interruption. The furniture was arranged during this
period to form different work areas to meet the needs of the different groups. . . . The
outcome of this situation was very positive. The students involved with the seience
projects had the opportunity to participate in the school science fair. They demon-
strated and shared with other classes in the school what they had leamed about elec-
tricity.

Another teacher's account included this example:

Two girls who were third graders were given a task of measuring something and se-
lecting what they wanted to measure it by, They decided on the {ength and width of
the room and decided on using yarn, They compared the two yams, They noticed that
one was tonger than the other. But 1 wanted to reinforce the idea of difference, and
they just couldn't come up with what the difference between the two yarns was. They
struggled with it all week. They had string taped to the floor. it got messed up several
times. They kept doing it again. They finally taped where one ended and where the
other one ended. Then they noticed that one was different. One was longer. But they
couldn't measure the difference. old them, "Now you know which 1 which, but |
want you to measure the difference.”

There was tension, there was conflict. They took the whole
week, but it was fine with me. 1 let them struggle, They started asking the right ques-
tions: “How are they different? And then they finally measured that. 1t finally clicked.
They took an inch tape measure and measured the difference. But they measured in-
correctly. Then they came back and told me it was 60. And | said, 60 what? Noodles?
They kept going back. Wilth me, clarity is a big thing. They remeasured many tinmes,
They started questioning where it really ended. whether the end was the tape or the
string. They then told me that there were three 60s. We added and then multiplied; we
got 180. We did it with the whole class. Then we did physical graphing with shoes and
sneakers,

Although this teacher's account has all the trappings of

an open classroom, it can be said that traditional teachers also know how to include
the concreteness and the relevance that this open-classroom teacher was address-
ing. The following account of a successful mathematics lesson came from a tradi-
tional fifth-grade teacher in a traditional school setting:
We used raisins to learn about multiplication. There was group participation. Each
childt was given a box of raisins. They woere told to do estimations of how many raisins

there were ina box. Some guessed based on the size of each raisin and the size of the
box. 1told them they could open up the box and look at the top. Based on what they
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saw, they could give a guess. Each individual child did something different. Some
counted the top and then multiplied the rest. Then everyone counted how many raj-
sins were in their box.

We tallled how many got the exact number and ranked the
students by order of who had estimated closer to their exact number. Then I grouped
them. Each group had to come out with exact, equally divided sets. In this way 1
taught the concept of division and remainder. They had to figure out how many raj-
sins they had all together, and how many each child would get. This all included a lot
of writing, since they had to write down how they had arrived at their conclusion.
Then we did sum of totals with different tables. They then had to figure out how to
divide equally. This was more abstract; they were asked to answer such things as: If
you have 85 raisins, how do you divide them into 12 people?

Of adl the items dealing with pedagogical content, the
teachers appeared to be particularly eloquent on the matter of concrete versus
abstract. They seemed to feel that concrete, hands-on teaching is not only the best
but the only way to teach. Most thought that such an approach would lead to suc-
cess and that those who take the abstract road would meet with failure. When the
respondents described things that did not go well in their classrooms, the explana-
tion usually had to do with community factors or with their inability to restrain their
temper when faced sometimes with a particularly difficult situation. But, in addition
to these explanations for what causes trouble, fallure was also generally pinned on
abstractness. For example, one of the informants who was clogquent on the fact that
children *leam by doing” recalled for us her lack of success at trying to teach chil-
dren the concept of volume by giving children definitions and having them do prob-
lems from a book. “I then figured that they had to build their own containers.” Only
after elaborate efforts at gniding children through their own construction of
containers of different kinds were they able to solve book problems on volume.

The informants also emphasized the importance of good
organization, clarity of purpose, and a strong hand. Most of them appeared to be-
lieve that good teachers are those able to think elearly about the physical and tem-
poral structure of their teaching and the need of children to understand the shape of
their daily schedule, and to grasp the reasons behind the arrangement of the
conerete obhjeets and work areas that frame their activities.

Teacher Understanding of the Community

As has been shown, topices having to do with information
and knowledge play a relatively minor role in these teachers' perceptions of what
makes them successful. The one item of information or knowledge that suceessful
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teachers do value greatly is familiarity with the conditions that touch the lives of
children ontside the school. Good teachers appear to regard of the utmost impor-
tance their ability to understand the surrounding community, the resulting capabil-
ity to connect with parents, and the opening thereby of possibilities to achieve
greater insights into the lives of their students. Thus, informants in our sample said
they were successful because of the following: They know the specilie community
where they teach, have mastered from hirth its language and culture or have made
it.a point to acquire this knowledge as an adult, establish good communication with
parents and identify with their culture, stress the positive value of the child’s
othnicity, are informed about the value of the child's religion, and understand the
importance of the child's language.

Some of our informants provided examples of how the
complexities of community belongingness impact their teaching practice. One of
our Black informants, a teacher at a day-care center, said that children were like
adults. “When I go into a room full of White people | freeze up. Then, as soon as |
gee another Black face [ feel it's going to be okay.” Children are the same, she said,
and she had found that when she taught White children, she had to make an extra
effort to show love and concern, to be especially patient, and to give children time
to get used to her and 10 respond. She talked about a recent experience trying to
reach two White girls: “F have to reach these children in different ways. Right now, |
have 1o talk first, becanse this hand, this Black hand (she shows her hand), is not
acceeptable. It may take some time.” The same, she says, takes place in the more
unusual situation of White teachers and Black children.

There is no evidenee in our transcripts that the teachers
foel that the fact of not belonging to the same community as the children is a dis-
abling handicap, but many stressed the enormous advantages that acerue to the
teacher who teaches her own. A Black teacher teaching in a predominantly Black
prekindergarten said: “The children are more comfortable knowing you're the same
color. 1t's much easier to relate to me because of my blackness, beeause 'nva fe-
male, and because of my age. . . .Color is a definite advantage in dealing with these
children.” Another Black teacher explained:

1 use what's relevant and familiar to them, especially as Blacks. It°'s usetul that I'm
black. IUs key to use the Alrican American experience. Not to say that a White teacher
cannot do it. But the faet that we're from similar backgrounds chhances my ability.
Children need ta see African American role models. There are things that are distinet.
For example, the kinguage is distinet. And language is very interwoven into every-
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thing. | know the different ways that African Amerieans have of expressing some-
thing. { know their families, their mothers, their clothing, how the community works,
and how that affects the children’s ives. | know what it means to be a Black child, the
traditions that are passed down from one generation to another.

Many minority teachers, and especially the Blacks in the
sample, saw a connection between the advantage of being of the same race and the
issue of upholding higher expectations for Black children. Comments like this one
were typical: "Black teachers give students a positive self-image. . . .Our expec-
tations are different. We know that Black children have inherent intellectual capaci-
ties. We demand more. We don't use Black English vernacular as an excuse.”
Another Black teacher, who had gone to the sawae Black school in which she now
teaches, told us:

I was one of the many Black children who are bright. 1 see myself in these children. So
I know [ can have very high expectations of my children. T want to see their brightnoess
get them somewhere, become a professional, [ eame to this same sehool, sat in these
classrooms, and [ know there's no time to waste.
Yet, none of the minority teachers expressed the feeling that they were the only
ones who could work with minority children. Typical was this comment: *I was
born and raised in East Harlem. You have to feel for this community. If yon come
from a different one you could have culture shock. But the important thing is to let
parents teach you about them and their children, and respect all of them.”

The teachers recognized, usually quite explicitly, that the
communities many of their children come from have many problems. But they
seemed 1o be aware, as well, that these communities hold wellsprings of strength
that must be tapped, such as the traditions and ways of speaking that have been
mentioned in previous contexts. Many of the Latino teachers in our American
sample appeared convineed that speaking Spanish is an important part of whal
makes them good teachers. And there are accounts in the New York City tran-
seripts, by both Black and White English monolingual teachers, who took the
trouble to learn Spanish so that they could communicate with parents, reinforee
their relationship with the children, and associate themselves with a source of com-
munity strength.

More than one of the informants reminisced about their
carly years of teaching when they laid down injunctions against the speaking of
Spanish in class, only to reverse themselves after discovering that their policy was
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distancing them from the children and the community. One of the White teachers
teaching in a mostly Latino school in New York City said:

When [ came to this school, it was my first experlence belng surrounded by a different
language and culture. It was bad enough that 1 didn't speak Spanish, but it scemed to

me that no one spoke English. Being constantly In the dark as to what Is being sald

around you is very nerve-wracking. Since [ was a monolingual teacher, I thought |
wouldn't have to deal with this in the classroom. I was wrong. Very often the children

did speak Spanish. My reaction to this was to banish Spanish from the roow. The

change in the children was extreme. A nolsy class suddenly became silent. If the chil-
dren ' W't know how to say something in English, they said nothing at all.

In the context of the mixture of blessings and difficulties
that stem from the child’s community, many Black teachers spoke of having to be

teacher, social worker, father, and mother to children from very troubled homes.
But, as in some of the testimony that has already been recounted, many attribute

their success to their own deep familiarity with African American traditions and, in
particular, with Southern Black culture. For example, one teacher in a predomi-

nantly Black community in New York City stressed how being a member of, and
feeling deeply about, the Black community helped her to be a better teacher. She
also reflected on community problems. She compared the richly textured culture of
the American South with the current situation in New York City. “Many of my chil-
dren don't know anything about their own background; television does not reflect

their culture and leaves them empty and without roots,” she said, emphasizing that
community links have to be something explicitly taught.
THE EXTRINSIC DOMAIN

The teachers in all cities showed positive regard for the
cultural, ethnie, and linguistic diversity of their children’s community. Although
community resources also received positive mention, only a few teachers talked
about them in any detail. In contrast, all other references to the community were
negative. Teachers in New York City, for example, found the apparent disintegra-
tion of family life, as reflected in a high prevalence of single-parent or no-parent

households, as well as drug addiction in the community, to be sources of difficulty,
while teachers in London spoke of nonschool-oriented families.

Most of the negative references occurred while the
teachers spoke of individual children in their classrooms who were going through
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difficult times, Typical problematic experiences for American teachers are re-
flected in the following examples. Speaking of a girl who needed extra attention,
one teacher described:
The little girl was brought in by her godmother. She was staying with her since her
mother was incarcerated. The little girl had heen living with the grandmother sinee
the mother was incarcerated. But the grandmother had a stroke and died. There was
no tather.
Another teacher spoke about the disintegration of the Black community in New
York City:
Edueation is taking a back seat in the Black comnmunity. Maybe it's because of the
drugs. The kids see this. They know more than I do. I grew up in South Carolina. This
generation is getting worse and worse, The comnuinity is relying more and more on
schools in order Lo do what used to be done in the home. For example, klds used to
enjoy biblical stories, there was more to look forward to. Now, their idols are the A
Team, violence. Religion is absent here. Last year not one child inmy class ever went
to Sunday school. There are a lot of transient situations, children coming from the
hotel nearby. It's different,
Another Black teacher in a school in Harlem adamantly said: “We know the social
reasons why the community is like this. The drugs, the distractions in the com-
munity, and we don't aceept it!”

A typical statement by a London teacher describes a
parent-teacher interaction: The parent of an Afro-Caribbean child came to school
angry that her son had been reprimanded for being rude to the helpers who super-
vise school luneh, and she was convineed that he was being picked on because he
wits black. The teacher knew the mother from previous contacts. She persuaded
her to look first at some of the boy's work displayed in the classroom that had
carned him praise. The teacher was the  able to go on to discuss the behavior that
had brought him the reprimand and found tn, waother willing to talk of similar con-
frontational behavior that occurred at home that worried her. The teacher believed
that her knowledge of the family, and of the difficulties the mother was having,
helped her to defuse the siaation and to reach an improved relationship with both
the mother and the pupil, who was present during the conversation.

Institutional Charaeteristics

Institutional topics received attention from a relatively
siall proportion of teachers in New York City and Vienna, while being of virtually
no interest to London teachors. Nevertheless, topies dealing with institutional
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policy seemed to be of greater concern to the respondents than did topies dealing
with social conditions of community and family. Morcover, the teachers were more
sclective in their judgment of institutional items than in their judgment of commu-
nity conditions, Whereas these successful teachers were, for the most. part, very
negative about the state of the community, they were selective about criticizing it
and recognized their need to understand it if they were to be successful.

The topic that received the most negative eriticism dealt
with the institutional policy that supports pacing charts and curricular calendars in
American schools, followed closely by eriticismm of special-education evaluation
teams. A characteristic comment came from a teacher who explained how the man-
dated time frames caused chaos in her elassroom:

We were told that each basal reader unit would have to be paced according 10 guide-
lines and followed up on a reading chart. . . .My group erupted datly like Mount Saint
Helen's. We wrote and reviewed rules of behavior together, but individual children al-
ways wanted attention. They called out answers constantly, and soon everyone fol-
lowed.

It is important to realize, however, that these same teach-
ers were often highly supportive of other mandates. For example, the new seience

hands-on materials provided by the districet, as well as the quantity and quality of

other instructional materials that the distriet made available, earned praise from
many of our respondents. This kindergarten teacher's words are typical of the reac-
tion of many of the teachers who spoke to us. Speaking of her love for mathematics
and of the disiriet’s mandated mathematices eurriculum, she said:
The math curriculum has been good for inexperienced teachers, It is sequential and
logical. Before, the math curricuhim for kinderganten was informal, there were just
goils. Now there's a terrific loose-leaf binder. . . .1 like the aniformity of the new math
curriculum, It gives me something. [ know the geals and the currieulum, but 1 don’t
like the thengs that the children have to do, because they've turned the kindergarten
curriealum into a first grade curricuhin, 1 ean no longer make chocolate chip cookies
and count the chips. It's not possible,

In general, these teachers express anger at the urgeney
created by the institutional framework. One teacher, who was not undes the same
constraints as others, expressed it this way:

It you take the institutional framework, the time requirement is unnatural. . . J1f chil
dren are given distance, it you let them work with material between them, there is a
spark from the material that encourages inguiry. T am always in a dilemma. | work
hard to try to do that, to allow the time frame for things to happen, § have to repress
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my feelings of urgency about getting things done. Sometimes I get urgent and tense. I
lose that relaxed edge that makes me successful,

Conspicuous by its near absence within the accounts of
American teachers, excessive class size was a source of-difficulty for some teachers
in London. At the same time, teachers in Europe and America alike mentioned insti-
tutional support systems and the support of their colleagues in a positive light.
What seemed to stand out was that these teachers were able to find colleagues who
supported and nurtured them. They spoke of sharing knowledge and skills with
their fellow teachers. One London teacher said:

You are not always aware of it, but you learn from the other teachers here. It's not so
much because of what they say, but you watch them. You can't help noticing what
they do, and you say to yourself: “Yes, that's a better way of doing it.”

A teacher in New York City explained her success in the
following way: “T am successful because I am good at looking for resources. I do not
do things by myself. Everybody puts in un granito de arena. Cindy has served as a
mentor. We're on the phone constantly.” And yet another teacher said:

My support system in school consists of Dana and her friends. We became friends in

the mini-school. There was a common bond. We were Hispanics, women, had similar

education, there was a cultural binding. . . .When I want to seek information I know

where to get it. I go to classrooms to observe. I take initiative, I follow up, I bother

other teachers. ,
Indeed, the positive value the respondents attached to contact with colleagues was
underscored by a negative statement often heard from our informants, namely, the
complaint that their schedules did not allow sufficient time to share ideas with
other teachers io the degree and with the leisure that they would have wished. The
positive views our respondents had of the extent to which they have learned from
their colleagues extended, in many cases, to more formal training. Several of our
informants mentioned how much they had learmed from their college courses, as
well as from institutic..»] training sessions.

Student Characteristics

Topics concerning students received varied attention
from the teachers in the three cities, with London and Vienna respondents talking
about students much more than their American counterparts. In New York City,
“students with special emotional needs” was the topic that received the highest
number of negative mentions. Similar reactions were recorded by teachers in
Vienna, who mentioned that they felt at ease when dealing with instructional tasks,
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but at times found themselves at a loss when dealing with children who had serious
emotional problems. That is, these successful teachers felt most adversely affected
in their teaching effectiveness by students with these conditions, and their success
lies precisely in the degree to which they can use their own personal and profes-
sional characteristics to involve these children, rather than blaming the children for
the teacher’s lack of effectiveness.

The issue of children with serious emotional problems
was deeply felt. In case after case, these teachers portrayed themselves as feeling
helpless in front of a child who misbehaved outrageously, or failed totally, and who
tended to be regarded by the teachers in the sample as the victim of extremely inju-
rious social and personal circumstances. It appears that many of the informants had
devoted enor:.1ous amounts of time, energy, and concern to exceedingly troubled
children and that most of the time this effort did not get them anywhere. When
asked for the story of a failure, it was the pain and frustration associated with these
cases that was usually revealed. Teachers felt they wanted to help, wanted to throw
themselves into the task of doing something for the child, only to discover that
nothing they tried worked.

A successful teacher in New York City told us of her
ceaseless efforts to help a child named Angel, who lived with his grandmother in an
apartment with no furniture and a single light bulb, whose father was in jail, and
whose mother was a drug addict. None of the teachers could help him, but she felt
that she understood him and that she would be able to help. She reached out and
worked with him. “He was the only child who ever had my personal phone num-
ber,” she said. His improvement was sporadic. After meeting with endless frustra-
tion and working with him without rest, one day he stopped coming to school. He
was not in the apartment. He was not in the building. Nobody in the neighborhood
could tell her anything about him. He disappeared forever from her life. “I still drive
around the neighborhood looking for him,” she said.

Interestingly, these successful teachers rarely mentioned
children with academic needs. Academic failure seemed to be attributed to a lack of
intellectual maturity in the child and, thus, constituted a problem that would solve
itself with time. One teacher, speaking of a troubled child whom she couldn't reach,
provided some insight into why academic failure was so rarely mentioned by these
teachers. “My failure was not wich the holdovers. They were immature and needed
to stay one more year. But I was a failure as a teacher with this other boy because
we just couldn't relate.”
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SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

It is important in summarizing the findings of this study to
restate the principle that influenced the design of the study. The study was based on the
belief that successful teachers of multicultural, multilingual, poor children shared
some important common beliefs and practices. Secondly, these teachers would most
likely describe those beliefs and practices in ways that are unique to them. Lastly, by
having these teachers describe their teaching practices, the study could add to the

knowledge teacher educators need to develop more appropriate teacher education -

programs.,

The aim of this study was to produce a description of what
makes teachers of minority children successful in the view of the practitioners them-
selves. Because it suffers from obvious limitations relating to the size and nature of the
sample, its significance should not be exaggerated. But it should not be understated
either, since it represents the opinions of real teachers who were given great freedom
to discuss what makes teachers successful.

When discussing their personal characteristics, these
teachers describe themselves, in most cases, as individuals of positive qualities who are
ideally suited for the job. They attribute their success io the fact that they take children
into account when making decisions and to the fact that they like to support children,
to encourage them, to yuide them, and to help them throughout the day. These qualities
appear, as seen through the eyes of the informants, as more of an explanation for their
success than even their pedagogical or organizational skills, and considerably more
explanatory than knowledge of the material to be iaught.

The teachers describe themselves not only as nurturers and
lovers, but also as observers and students of children. They say they are successful
because they strive to know each child individually. It appears that for these teachers
the object of teaching, of learmning, and of understanding is each individual child. And
even when extrinsic factors such as pacing charts and standardized cwrriculum im-
pinge on their teaching, they find ways to fashion pedagogical practices to meet the
familiar needs of each individual in their classroon.

The informants believe that they are successful because
they are expert at their craft—they know how to present material to children so they
can assimilate it. These teachers are particularly proud of their flexibility in producing



different types of classroom organizations to suit the needs of the moment, of their
knowledge of how to organize small work groups, and of their ability to shun abstrac-
tions and keep their teaching fastened to a concrete level of tangible objects and
materials that children can understand. The respondents ascribe their success to their
ability to break away from the mold in order to adapt ihe teaching-learning situation to
children, of whom so much is expected. The typical successful teacher effectively
communicates high expectations and professionalism and then places a great deal of
trust and responsibility for learning with the children. The ability to develop this
demanding and clear, yet democratic climate in the classroom is an important part of
what these teachers believe makes them effective teachers. That is, they are effective
because they focus on the two important aspects of the teaching-learning process: their
skills as teachers and the children’s needs and strengths as learners. It appears that the
informants develop a leaming pact with all children that focuses on children's ability to
learn regardless of community, parental, institutional, or psychological factors and that
draws on their ability to teach regardless of community, parental, institutional, or
psychological factors.

The teachers who were recommended for participation in
this study by their principals and colleagues believe that success comes to those who
know how to build self-esteem in children, to those who have the ability to observe and
listen to individual children and to develop from this an intimate knowledge of
each child. Furthermore, the teachers in this study appear to be committed pluralists,
with a keen appreciation of racial and linguistic minority characteristics. Traditional
customs and values are held in high esteern. When they come froni the same commu-
nities as their children, they say they know a lot about them. When they come from
another community, they endeavor to make the children’s community their own, to
learn to speak other languages, and to understand people of other races and cultures.
They appear to be positive, cooperative, team players—collegial workers who place
great emphasis on the academic, intellectual, and emotional support they receive from
their colleagues and who wish they could get more of it. The teachers, based on their
responses, are enthusiastic optimists who recognize the existence of difficulties and
trouble, but attempt to keep it in the world outside and not in their classrooms. The
most frequently mentioned positive topic within the extrinsic domain was contact with
colleagues.

Obviously, there is a great deal inferred regarding teacher
education from what we have learned by asking questions of our experienced
professionals. While the teachers in this study cast these qualities as personal charac-
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teristics, in reality these characteristics represent goals that should be included in the
conceptual framework of teacher education programs. Implicitly, these teachers
voiced 4 philosophy that values a child-centered approach to teaching, ongoing obser-
vation of children in classrooms, and the belief that teachers should hold high expecta-
tions for all children. These philosophical stances readily translate into identifiable
program goals from which explicit preservice experiences can be constructed and
examined during the course of teacher preparation.

Shulman (1978) makes the point that teacher performance
cannot be understood independently of the subject being taught. While this may be
perfectly true, the findings of this study suggest that it cannot be understood indepen-
dently of community factors, both positive and negative, or even independently of
certain key emotional and attitudinal factors either. Teacher education programs,
Shulman (1978) suggests, “cannot confine their activities to the content-free domains
of pedagogy and supervision.” The findings reported here are not at variance with this
conclusion, nor do they call for removing these subjects from the discussion. But they
do point to the need to include several other subjects besides content and pedagogy. In
fact, neither of the two is paramount in the minds of our successful teachers. Pedagogy
is regarded as a factor of considerable, but nevertheless of secondary importance, and
content figured little in our informants' responses. If any conclusions can be drawn in
this regard from such a small and preliminary study—one based on the accounts of real
teachers—it is that teacher education programs cannot confine their activities to the
emotion-free domnains of content, pedagogy, or supervision. Teacher education pro-
grams must include community and affective considerations that our successful
teachers regard as primary. Until this content is integrated into teacher education
programs, we will not have achieved a complete knowledge base for teaching.
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FRANK B. MURRAY

Overview. If reform in teacher education is to suc-
ceed, change will have to extend beyond what takes place in the professional phase
of preparation to include how knowledge is delivered in the traditional liberal arts
component that makes up a large portion of teacher education. In this chapter, the
role of the liberal arts is explored, particularly as it relates to preparing prospective
elementary teachers, and then six alternative conceptions of liberal arts study are
posed. If the liberal arts are to inform teachers’ understanding of their work, as well
as to provide the content on which they draw for their instruction, teacher edu-
cators will have to engage in ongoing dialogue with their peers in liberal arts as
a central part of their reform efforts. Chapter 8 of this volume describes one in-
stance of the kind of dialogue that can take place when, as Murray encourages
us to do in this chapter, we begin to explore the reform in consultation with our
colleagues in the liberal arts. B

This chapter draws heavily on the work of Project 30, a project directed by Daniel Fallon
and Frank Murray and supported by Carnegie Corpuration of New York.
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Everyone agrees, whether they are reform minded or
not, that teachers—regardless of what else they study—must study the liberal arts
because the liberal arts are somehow thought to be an indispensable component of
teacher education programs. Some have gone so far as to argue that the liberal arts
should be the only component of the teacher education program. Curiously, almost
no one attenpts, in any of the reform reports, to specify what the liberal arts are—
how many there are, for example, what domains of knowledge are represented,
what is essential, and what makes the study of some things liberal and others some-
thing else. As the historical record will show, a liberal arts education has been
about very different things at different times. How can teacher educutors respond
with confidence to the universal call to base the education of teachers on a firm,
perhaps even an exclusive, education in the liberal arts?

How, in fact, is the teacher’s or the pupil’s education
served by the teacher’s knowledge of the liberal arts, as opposed to the cther forms
of knowledge? If the teacher knows his or her subject matter and, by virtue of a
good general education, is reasonably well-informed about other matters, what else
can the liberal arts contribute to the teacher’s work?

n
THE LIBERAL ARTS TRADITIONS

There are two distinct traditions of liberal arts education.
One is the orator tradition, the historical antecedent of the contemporary liberal
arts, in which the teacher learns to speak the truth eloquently about the best and
most noble of what is known, so that the pupils will act virtuously and govern them-
selves wisely. The other is the philosopher tradition, the intellectual antecedent of
the contemporary view of the liberal arts, in which the teacher’s, and subsequently
the student’s, honest and unending pursuit of truth is the outcome of a liberal
education. The orator tradition has been undervalued in contemporary higher
education, but the two traditions are nevertheless parts of a whole, in the same
sense that the Greek concept, logos, binds together the concepts of speech (oratio)
and reason (ratio). It may not be important, in the end, to worry too much about
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whether teacher education should be anchored to one or the other tradition; each is
as much an implication of the other since telling the truth implies having searched
for the truth, and searching for the truth is either impossible, or pointless if the
search remains unexpressed.

Even so, regardless of the confusion about the exact
nature of the liberal arts, what is the unique contribution of the liberal arts to
teacher education? The claim that teaching is a profession, and not merely an occu-
pation informed by precise rules and procedures for accomplishing the desired out-
comes, stems from the fact that the teacher niust rely on other bodies of knowl-
edge, besides pedagogy and teaching technique, to teach well. The nature of these
“other bodies” of knowledge and their connection to the classic liberal arts is a
difficult problem for teacher educators and nearly everyone else. While the content
of the liberal course of study may appear to be arbitrary, its outcome is not—it must
take even the successful teacher beyond technique and algorithms, and this is its
unique role in all professional education.

Thus, the liberal arts component of the teacher educa-
tion program must deliver at least three things:

s the subject matter knowledge for which the teacher is directly
responsible in the classroom;

s the general education knowledge that defines what the well-informed
person knows, apart from the knowledge and information the teacher is
responsible for directly conveying to pupils; and

s akind of knowledge that also does not appear ever to be directly taught
to any pupil, but which is thought to be very useful all the same. This
knowledge is alleged to provide the teacher with the set of attitudes and
dispositions enumerated in the next section. These permit the teacher
to go beyond teaching technique.



CLAIMS FOR THE CENTRALITY
OF THE LIBERAL ARTS

Sometimes the claim for the importance of the liberal
arts for teacher education is made on the grounds that teachers simply ought to be
well-educated persons, and well-educated persons are those, and only those, who
were schooled in the liberal arts. There is confusion here because being well-
educated is often taken as merely being well-informed, and being well-informed is
not the same thing as being liberally educated. While general education and liberal
education are often taken to be about the same things, they are really about differ-
ent things—the one being about having good and dependable information, and the
other about knowing what the point of something is, and what is worth doing. The
issue of general and liberal education must each be explicitly addressed in the
liberal arts component of the teacher education program.

The case for subject matter knowledge is conceded by
everyone, and nearly everyone has discovered that the traditional college major in
the subject matter is rarely adequate preparation for the prospective teacher in this
regard. The general knowledge component, by all accounts, enhances the teacher's
image as an educated person, but as the material is not required to be taught
directly, the benefits to the pupil are not immediately apparent. Consequently, the
case for general knowledge has to be made carefully because its role is contested
on the grounds of whose culture should provide the general context for schooling
and curriculum.

The claims for the distinctly liberal aspects of the liberal
arts, while they appear distant and somewhat arbitrary, are actually quite practical
because they aim to help the teacher go beyond technique. Thus, in addition to
guaranteeing that teachers know their subjects, the liberal arts portion of the
curriculum has these additional attributes:

s They are those subjects that are worth knowing for their own sake; they
are ends in themselves, activities that make human life complete.

s They are studies that are appropriate for the free person, the person
who is free of utilitarian concerns, free from the need of labor; in other
words, they are studies that are appropriate for leisure.
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s They are studies that promote the full realization of what it means to be
human and intelligent, that support the selection of wise and good ends
for the community and oneself.

s They are studies that set the student. free—free from the bondage of
convention, unanalyzed custom and opinion, free of the tyranny of
dogma and assertion, and free to search out and construct truth.

= They are studies that make a difference when they are expressed; they
have an effect of persuading others to take up virtuous and just courses
of action, and they yield good citizens who can lead the society wisely
and to good ends.

s They are studies that show the student how, by the power of human
reason, to search for and construct truth—truths not heretofore known
and, truths, owing to the diversity in human reason and perspective,
that are inevitably provisional because all the thinkers have not, and
cannot have, completed their work.

s They are studies that enable one to tell the truth eloquently about the
nmost durable and best of what we have leared.

More importantly, these studies should confer certain
attitudes and dispositions on those who study them. Among these is an attitude of
freedom from a priori constraints and assertions; a belief in the centrality and effi-
cacy of the intellect and power of reason; a pervasive skepticism about any answer
being a final answer; a tolerance of contrary views and positions; an egalitarianism
of thinkers and learners; an overriding—and perhaps niisplaced-—value on indi-
vidual autonomy, development, and accomplishment; and the sense that the
pursuit and construction of truth—even the truth about the liberal arts—is
more important in the end than the discovery of the truth, because truth is always
provisional, awaiting the results of subsequent investigations and analyses, and
contingent on the experiences and actions of the full range of students
and investigators. Finally, there is the sentiment that truth is vast, beyond the
competence of an individual mind to construct and comprehend, and, thus,
genuine understanding requires the dialectical confrontation with the full historical
and contemporary community of thinkers.

This issue of the diversity of cultural and intellectual
perspectives in the complete community of thinkers is not a peripheral matter or a
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desirable add-on in liberal arts education; the issue is at the heart of the reform of
the courses of study, in both education and the arts and sciences. How could it be
otherwise when it is the honesty and accuracy of the curriculum that is at stake?
The charge that higher education is parochial and insensitive to international and
global matters, as well as to matters of significance to the nation’s many minority
groups, is fundamentally a charge that the curriculum is wrong, the very thing it
cannot be!

All claims made in the curriculum must be qualified by
confiried scholarship on race, ethnicity, gender, and cultural perspective. We see,
for example, that the claims for a monolithic westem civilization need to be quali-
fied by any number of facts: Beethoven's ninth symphony contains Turkish
marches; statues of Buddha are found in Viking graves; mosques become churches
and back again; and like the northern rim, the southern and eastern rim of the
Mediterranean Sea contributed to the canon. We mislead our students when we
leave out the facts that early Africans were using iron while the early Europeans
were using stone, that learning centers existed at Timbuktu and Sankore at the time
of the beginnings of the great European universities, or that science and mathemat-
ics flourished in the Orient, South America, and Africa before the Greeks and
Romans codified their parts of these disciplines.

The point is that the study of minority issues or the study
of global or international issues will fail, as they have in the past, if they are not
anchored, passionately and with conviction, in the core values of the academy.
Attempts to secure a place for these matters in federal law and regulation, in argu-
ments about compensation for past injustice, in assertions about fairness and
decency, in appeals to the specter of failure in the international markets, or in the
realization that minorities can exert political power over the allocation of public
dollars may produce short-term gains. They will fail ultimately to win a place for
cultural diversity in higher education, however, because the effort can be deflected
so easily by its critics when it is based on these short-term considerations and argu-
ments. Moreover, the diversity in the educational history of the various American
minority groups is too complex and inconsistent for such an approach.

The one sure anchor for international education and the
study of cultural diversity in teacher education is the core value of the academy,
namely the pursuit of truth. The odds for success in this pursuit, for truth yielding
its secrets, go up significantly when multiple perspectives are brought to bear in the
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search. At each stage of cognitive development, moreover, an individual's cognitive
growth is enhanced by the confrontation of divergent views, by the clash of
paracigms and theories.

In summary, the liberal arts component of the elemen-

tary education program must make a provision for the following:

Subject Matter Understanding. How should teachers acquire a
thorough knowledge of the discipline(s) they are licensed to teach?
Six approaches will be proposed. The traditional college major in
the teaching field provides insufficient preparation. The structure
and purpose of the academic major need to be rethought anyway, but
especially as it applies to teachers.

General ard Liberal Knowledge. How do teacher education graduates
become well-informed persons? The core curriculum or general educa-
tion curriculum is usually insufficient by itself to strengthen this essen-
tial component of professional standing in prospective teachers. Beyond
being well-informed, however, teachers must have the habits of mind
that have always been claimed for a liberal education if they are to be-
come more than teaching technicians.

Pedagogical Content Knowledge. How do teacher education students
learn how to convert their knowledge of the subject matter into a
teachable subject for a wide range of pupils? This is the weakest
link in teacher education programs and the area that requires the
most intense and lively cooperation between faculties in education and
in the arts and sciences.

Multicultural, International, and Other Human Perspectives. For all
persons, but especially for prospective teachers, the college curriculum
must be accurate with respect to recent scholarship on matters of race,
gender, ethnicity, and cultural perspective. This is, of course, a massive
undertaking in view of the fact that most higher education faculty were
educated in a period when there was very little sensitivity to, or
awareness of, alternative perspectives in each curricular domain.
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THE EDUCATIONAL FOUNDATIONS
COMPONENT

It is not widely appreciated that the so-called founda-
tions courses in teacher education are functionally part of the liberal arts com-
ponent. Rarely are these courses perceived as having direct relevance for the
classroom, and they are, therefore, often criticized by teacher education students
and teachers in the field. It is a misguided criticism, however, because these
courses offer explanations of schooling, not prescriptions or remedies for school-
ing. Their function in the teacher education program is the same as the claims made
for the function of the liberal arts, and they sliould be held, as a result, to the same
expectations we hold for the liberal arts component.

The knowledge of educational foundations is really the
knowledge teachers might have used, or could have used, to explain and justify
their performance in teaching. It is the teacher’s literacy in fields including educa-
tional history, philosophy, sociology, psychology, and research, and this knowledge
ought to play a role in the teacher’s thinking, whether or not it actually plays a rcle
in the teacher's performance.

Thus, to establish that teachers could have, might have,
or even should have, based their teaching performance on some knowledge of the
foundation disciplines of education, or some body of research literature, is of
course no evidence that they did, or would ever, base their performance on that
knowledge. Consequently, any effort to measure teachers’ knowledge of the educa-
tional foundations literature, or the research literature on effective teaching
practices, could prove to be irrelevant because the expert teacher, like the fluent
speaker, undoubtedly based performance on some area of competence other than
the formal knowledge of the academic discipline that might have, or could have,
supported the teacher’s or speaker’s expert performance.

It is essential, therefore, to base the instruction in educa-
tional foundations on the knowledge teachers would actually use in their perfor-
mance—unless, of course, the goal of instruction is literacy for its own sake,

whether or not it does indeed influence what teachers do when they teach. There -

are many reasons why it would be good to have teachers who are literate in the



discipline (or disciplines) of education, of course, but the primary goal in teacher
education is to have students acquire that mixture of knowledge, skill, and disposi-
tion that truly affects what teachers do.

Unfortunately, we are just beginning to explore how
teachers actually think about their teaching, and how that knowledge is developed.
In this context, educational foundations knowledge can provide teachers with rea-
sons for doing what they do, and instruction in the foundations disciplires should
be about the explanations of common schooling phenomena. The core of in-
struction in the foundations should be tied to generic teaching dilemmas or cases,
covering any or all of the foundations disciplines, that could be posed in a way to
promote the development of a mature structure of reasoning about teaching and
schooling. In the end it is the cognitive structure that is important, not the specific
content or information, but rather its form and adequacy. The success of instruction
in the educational foundations is measured by how well teachers understand and
explain any professional problem or event.

Given that so much rests on teachers’ ways of thinking
about schooling, there is a need to be sure that teachers can evaluate evidence, can
spot a fad or an unsound proposal for innovation, have an educated view of how the
pupil’s mind develops, have a reasoned and informed position on the major public
policy issues that affect schoollng, and so forth. On what reserve do the teachers
draw when they face a novel problem? Surely, teachers ought to have acquired
more than a pop-psychological view of how the mind works, or a pop-sociological
view of how, for example, families, schools, and cultures thrive. Amateurs make
bad guesses and predictions, and they have no defenses against destructive educa-
tional fads because common sense and folk wisdom only work in the easy cases.

THE ACADEMIC MAJOR
FOR ELEMLNTARY EDUCATION

The typical academic major and the general group
requirements in higher education, while valuable as graduate school prerequisites
or for entr level employment, do not deliver currently what is needed for teachers,
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as will be apparent shortly. In addition, the liberal arts curriculum, if it is to accom-
plish any of its goals, must be accurate overall. But, as we have seen in the fore-
going sections of this chapter, it must be accurate where at the moment it is
vulnerable, namely, with respect to recent scholarship on race, gender, and cul-
tural perspective.

Obviously teachers must know the very subject matter
they hope to teach their pupils so that regardless of what other claims are made for
a liberal education, there must be firm guarantees that teachers understand the very
subjects they propose to teach. Yet, in the case of elementary teachers, we are hard-
pressed to follow the implications of what we believe very far, because it would
mean that prospective elementary teachers would need to be well-grounded in
mathematics, literature, writing, history, geography, the natural and social sciences,
the fine arts, language, and much more. What kind of academic course of study
could ever lead to such an outcome in today’s university—for anyone, let alone edu-
cation students?

On the face of it, the academic major in any one of these
fields cannot be the solution to this problem because it does nothing for the
teaching of the other mandatory elementary school subjects. The attempt to
departmentalize the elementary school is advocated as a prerequisite step in
solving this problem because then a single academic major might make some sense
as the mainstay of teachers’ preparation. Departmentalization in the elementary
school, however, has several drawbacks, one of which is that the pupil does not see
an adult integrate the knowledge the pupil must come to integrate and bring to bear
on the problems of childhood. One wants to see the pupil develop the confidence to
attack any problem intellectually and reason about it in a productive and appropri-
ate manner; the teacher should be able to do this with regard to the same academic
subjects and problems. Consequently, the single academic major, as the main
element in the reform of elementary teacher education, is not likely to lead to
improved schooling. As we shall see, the traditional major will not yield the kind of
understanding the teacher needs in any case for two reasons. First, the traditional
major ignores the other essential subjects in the curriculum. Secondly, departmen-
talization or specialization in the elementary curriculum, while it would legitimize
specialization in the teacher’s preparation, works against the critical integration of
knowledge and skills and sets a bad example for the pupils. Departmentalization
provides a bad example because it promotes the idea that a significant person, like
the teacher, can disregard and be disinterested in certain portions of the elementary
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school curriculum at a time when the modemn person cannot ignore any of these ar-
eas or be complacent about avoiding certain types of thinking. The problems of our
modern world require multiple approaches and perspectives that presume literacy
in language, natural and social science, mathematics, aesthetics, and so on.

How, in fact, do elementary teachers come to know the
material they teach and, given the latitude in the elementary school curriculum,
how do teachers even figure out what that material should be? We do know that
reasonably well-educated college and university graduates find themselves in great
difficulty early on in their attempts to answer coherently and with integrity the
questions that young children are likely to put to them. Sooner or later, for example,
elementary teachers, regardless of their college major, are going to tell children that
the world, despite all appearances, is not flat. On learning that the earth is round
and spinning, children will inevitably wonder why they don't fall off, Teachers, and
virtually all educated persons, will say something about the holding power of grav-
ity, and having said that, they will have nearly exhausted all they know about this
topic. They have no intellectual resources left to deal with other questions about
gravity, such as whether gravity is stronger on the earth's bottom where it presum-
ably has to do so much more work to keep everyone from falling off. In fact, there is
some risk, when teachers are pressed to say more about what gravity is, that pupils
will be told that gravity is a magnetic force, which it is not; thus, the pupils are
misled about a point that will need to be corrected later if the pupils are to have
even a rudimentary grasp of how the universe operates.

Even more to the point is the case of a recent National
Science Foundation video in which some of Harvard's graduating seniors were
asked at their commencement how it is that we have seasons. Without hesitation
and with confidence they each replied incorrectly that it was because the earth was
closer to the sun in the summer and farther away in the winter. Yet each would, no
doubt, know the distance between the earth and sun, that daylight is of different
duration throughout the year, the shape of the earth’s orbit, that the seasons differ
by hemisphere, and so on—all facts, which on reflection, are inconsistent with their
response. The point is that the nation’s hest and brightest are not themselves well
grounded in an essential but relatively simple part of the elementary school curricu-
lum. And it would not be hard to document that gaps like this exist among our best
and brightest in all aspects of the elementary school curriculum! Given this
outcome, what hope is there for the elementary education major—who is typically
not a high scorer on any of the common standardized measures of intellectual apti-
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tude and achievement—to master even the subject matters of the grade in which
they expect to teach? What kind of education could provide the grounding in the
basic subject matters that would allow teachers to stand up to the ordinary
questions they will receive from their pupils, let alone the exotic questions they will
receive that would tax scholars in the field? How often can teachers simply say,
“Good question, look it up,” before they discourage all genuine questions from
their pupils?

SIX APPROACHES
TO THE ELEMENTARY EDUCATION
ACADEMIC MAJOR

Six approaches to the question of the elementary
academic major are presented, none of which are mutually exclusive. The final
outcome could well have features from each approach within an interdisciplinary
major option that is discussed below.

1. INTERDISCIPLINARY MAJOR

The major is actually a collection of reworked minors in
six areas of the elementary school curriculum—mathematics, foreign language,
history and social science, English and language arts, natural science, and fine arts.
Each “minor” would have to be responsive to the uniyue requirements of the
elementary school teacher insofar as each could have courses tailored to the needs
of the elementary school teacher, either through the integration of the methods
courses or by the addition of special sections of subject matter courses that would
treat pedagogical issues. The interdisciplinary major option is fairly conservative
and administratively feasible. It represents about 90 credit hours of focused study.
This option mandates a significant increase in the current elementary teacher edu-
cation programs but still affords only minimal levels of study in each area. Yet it is
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an honest approach insofar as each major area of the elementary school curriculum
can be addressed in a coherent manner.

The basis for coherence in the interdisciplinary approach
is found in each of five remaining themes, by which the separate minors could be
reshaped with the interests of the prospective elementary school teacher in mind.

2. PHILOSOPHY OF SUBJECT MATTER

In this approach the philosophy of each subject matter
(e.g., philosophy of science) is taken up, and essential and fundamental aspects of
the structure of subject matter are covered. Elementary science instruction, for
example, would be improved if teachers understood that there are no facts apart
from theories, or that “true” theories are not those that were proved but only those
that have failed to be disproved. Similarly, social studies education would be
improved if teachers would view the history curriculum not so much as the recre-
ation of the past but as one of several possible stories of the past that could be
constructed to make sense of the same historical events. The barriers to an under-
standing of mathematics would be lower if teachers appreciated the similarities in
the grammar and syntax of mathematics and language, and so on.

This approach is related to the “structure of the
disciplines” approach to curriculum reform that followed the Sputnik educational
crisis sonie 25 years ago. The underlying coherent principles or structures that hold
academic disciplines together are the subject of the courses themselves. The
separate natural sciences, for example, can be organized by the principle of evolu-
tion (evolution of species, matter, solar systems, societies and cultures, sub-atomic
particles, chenical reactions), or by the principle of orders of magnitude (e.g., the
powers of ten device of relating sub-atomic structure, biochemistry, and celestial
systems, as well as the design constraints of other physical and animate structures
J1at stem from their size alone).

3. TEXT APPROACH

This approach entails a close reading of seminal texts
(the "great books") in each area. coupled with an examination of school textbooks,
for the assuniptions each makes about the discipline in question. The logic of this
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approach, like the philosophy of the disciplines approach, is that the core structure
of each discipline is addressed directly by the initial promulgator of an idea. The
promulgator, like the teacher, also took on the burden of making ideas clear to an
audience who, like the classroom of pupils heard them for the first time. The
teacher’s grasp of the origins of important ideas may provide a good foundation for
the teaching of these ideas to pupils who come to them for the first time. This
approach is not to be confused with the discredited “cultural epoch” approach to
curriculum and pedagogy, in which the mental development of young pupils was
thought to recapitulate the race’s cultural and intellectual history.

4. GENETIC FPISTEMOLOGY

This option entails the study of the developmental paral-
lel literature from the perspective of the development of the concepts that make up
the curriculum. This approach teaches students the relevant development... con-
straints on the pupil’s acquisition of the curriculum and lays out, as an
unavoidable part of the discussion, the nature of the subject itself. The story of how
the young child develops the notion of number, for example, is valuable in its own
right, but also reveals salient portions of number theory, the arithmetical algo-
rithms, and other aspects of mathematics. Similarly, the account of the child’s
moral development reveals the principal issues in moral philosophy and political
theory, for example.

It would not be possible tc study the development of the
child's concept of weight, for instance, without studying the same notion as it
appears in Newtonian mechanics and other branches of physics. The young child
can be shown to operate with the following “equation” for weight:

Weight = f [the object’s mass, size, shape, texture,
temperature, hardness, continuity, and
label but not the object’s horizontal or
vertical position in space]

The elementary school teacher needs to be aware of the
young cl d's view of weight because it is based on a consistent child-logic that has
implications for pedagogy and curriculum design.
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Adolescents and many adults operate with a simpler and,
to some degree, more sophisticated “equation” as far as it goes.

Weight = f [the object’s mass]

In other words, the only way adults can think of to
change an object’s weight is to alter its mass, that is, add something or take : .me-
thing away from the object. The young child can imagine many other ways, all
unfortunately incorrect, for altering weight. The educated person operates with
another expression, viz.

Weight = f [mass of the viject x mass of the planet/
square of the distance between their
centers]

In addition, the educated person may be able to convert
the expression into a genuine equation via a value, [g], for the gravitational constant
that permits algebraic manipulation of the terms in the expression. At this point
other factors may be introduced into the expression to treat certain buoyant forces
or the earth’s variation in g, and so forth. To understand the development of the
child’s thought entails the consideration of the developmental endpoint of the
concept or the way the concept might be represented in the curriculum.

There is a similar developmental progression for the
child’s understanding of the beam balance, in which the young child’s understand-
1+ of “weighing” is controlled solely by the effects of adding or subtracting weight
from a beam balance pan without the influence of any other factor. Later the dis-
tance of the balance pan from the fulcrum is gradually factored into the child’s
scheme for the operation of the balance, and after several more developmental
steps we see the product moment law in place in the adolescent’s thinking. All
concepts and relations in the curriculum can be profitably approached from this
perspective. The approach also has face validity because it contains the Vinds of in-
formation that prospective teachers accept as clearly relzvant for their future work.

5. COCNITIVE PSYCHOLOGY

While a developmental approach is naturally appealing
for elementary teachers, the student teacher could just as easily major in cognitive
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psychology and make the workings of the mind a specialization. As in the develop-
mental approach, the subject matter content would be picked up through the
consideration of how the mind operates mathematically, aesthetically, and so forth.
Like the philosophy of the disciplines or text approaches, this approach would
provide a structure for the reformed minors in each subject area. Each area would
be approached from the perspective of how we think about and know the content
in question. The approach fits well with the current trend in cognitive psychology
that stresses the domain specificity of our thinking as opposed to general laws of
learning and thinking that transcend particular contexts and situations. Thus, it is
not possible in modern psychology to avoid considering the subject matter specifics
of what the psychological subject is being asked to learn, discover, remember,
utilize, and so forth.

6. PEDAGOGICAL CONTENT KNOWLEDGE

This approach addresses the fact that teachers, even pro-
fessors, inevitably transform what they know into a teachable subject. They give the
subject a new structure and meaning, one that is appropriate to their students' level
of understanding. How, in other words, are academic disciplines transformed into
school lessons?

All teachers know that the subject matter they teach is
different from the subject matter they learned from their own teachers. The knowl-
edge that supports this conversion of the storehouse of knowledge into the school
curriculum, into something that has meaning for the pupil, is what is meant by the
expression, pedagogical content knowledge.

Education critics often say that, owing to the low quality
of teaching, students at both the school and university level are driven to memorize
by rote large portions of the curriculum, with the point of education being little
more than to return this rotely memorized and undigested material to the teacher
on an examination. However, we know that the human mind cannot memorize very
much material by rote, in fact probably not much more than half dozen unrelated
items at a time. We know that even the marginal pupil who confronts the massive
amounts of material in the school and university curriculum finds a way to impose
some structure or some organizational scheme on the material. The question .:
never whether there was some structure, theory, or schenie, but only whether the
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structure was good or poor. Whatever the teacher actually did in the lesson, the
pupils will find some way to make sense of it, to code it, to assimilate it into what
they already know, often with an outcome the teacher may never have intended.
The nearly universal “error” by which pupils mistake Martin Luther King for Martin
Luther in the world history class is just one of a thousand examples, many quite
humorous, of pupils’ often desperate attempts to make sense of what is presented
by the teacher. '

The discussion of pedagogical content knowledge is a
discussion of the appropriate ways of organizing information and knowledge. It is
the search for structures, ways of representing the subject matter, analogies and
metaphors that will take each pupil well beyond what can be held together tempo-
rally and spatially through rote memorization. At the lowest pedagogical content
knowledge level, there are mnemonic strurtures that can carry the student past the
half-dozen rotely memorized items, but these structures accomplish very little other
than improving retention and defending the memorized items against the rapid for-
getting that is the hallmark of most rotely learned material. The mnemonic device,
“roygbiv” can provide the student with the order of the spectral colors. Like all
mnemonic devices, however, it fails to provide understanding—it gives no clue
about how or why the phenomenon takes place, or why the order is reversed in the
second rainbow of a double set, for instance. Knowing the order of the colors can
be very helpful and may be essential information for the solution to many
higher order problems, but we want more than this. Pedagogical content knowl-
edge is fundamentally about those structures that confer some appropriate
level of understanding, and it is ultimately focused on those structures that actually
advance our understanding.

Discussions of pedagogical content knowledge are at the
heart of professional educators’ work and cannot be avoided. We know that the
young elementary school child will be taught one of the algorithms for subtrac-
tion—but which one, decomposition, equal additions, or the rule of nine is
pedagogically and academically sensible? The matter must be, and will be, decided.
Similarly, we know that we will teach Hamlet at some point, but how should it be
represented, and what do we claim it is about—the use of language to talk about
language, the pathology of indecision, the unconscious mind of the adolescent, or
the recreation of an historical event?

These pedagogical content structures can be studied and
codified. Since this reformulation of the discipline is inevitable, one might as well
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address it directly and, as in the other approaches, use it as a way to structure the
reformed minors. In teaching Huckleberry Finn, for example, the teacher inevita-
bly interprets the book as a story of race relations, or generation gaps, or an
historical period, or latent homosexuality on the frontier, or whatever. How is this
done, and shouldn’t the academic major address this question explicitly?

As another example, many science teachers attempt to
clarify the nature of electric current by comparing it to the behavior of water
currents in various sized pipes. Is this a good way to think about electricity, and
how would one know? The answer to the question is not to be found in physics nor
in education but in a qualitatively different kind of knowledge that will come from
conversations between disciplinarians and pedagogues. This knowledge—the
knowledge of what is a telling example, a good analogy, a provocative question, a
compelling theme—is a proper object of study in an academic major and could
yield the kind of understanding of the disciplines that is deep and generative. To
have multiple ways of representing a subject matter, to have more than one ex-
ample or metaphor, to have more than one mode of explanation, requires a high
order and demanding form of subject matter understanding.

We need to enrich the discussion of pedagogical content
knowledge with the notion that some structures are scaffolds, and as scaffolds, they
are provisional and designed solely to advance the pupil to another place. Thus, it
may be appropriate to introduce the 1812 Overture, and by implication all classical
music, as the recreation of an event, as programme music, in which the
two national anthems battle each other in the overture as the armies did on the
battlefield. This representation, or structure, which is hopelessly inadequate for any
later understanding of musical composition, may provide a beginning scaffold that
will engage the pupil. In the teaching of descriptive statistics, for example, it may
make sense to introduce the notions of central tendency and variation with physical
models of equilibrium, or with computer graphics representations of data points, or
as calculation formulae, or as the solution to certain questions in the behavioral
sciences, or as derivations of algebraic equations, or as part of a system of expres-
sions in calculus or some other branch of mathematics. These pedagogical options
merit study by an approach that is as serious as the approach to any question in any
acadeniic discipline.

A few have seen that this kind of knowledge advances
the academic discipline itself. At the cutting edge of a discipline, pedagogical con-
tent knowledge and theoretical breakthrough may be the same thing, What happens



on the frontiers of a discipline? The researchers invent ways to communicate with
each other about the phenomenon under study; they invent ways to make sense of
the phenomenon. The “double helix,” for example, was as much pedagogical
content knowledge as a Nobel Prize winning description because it provided a
means for researchers to teach each other, to converse about the genetic code.

When teachers invent a structure that organizes and
gives meaning to a field of study, they are doing exactly what the scholars or
researchers do when they provide a novel or generative structure for their peers
about some problem in their field. Thus, the study of pedagogical content
knowledge can be a study on the cutting edge of a field, insofar as new modes of
representing the subject matter and new ways of making it interesting and
meaningful are formulated.

CONCLUSION

Each of these approaches to the organization of an inter-
disciplinary major for prospective elementary teachers addresses the question of
how teachers are to learn and understand the subjects they will teach. This
question is also central for liberal arts faculty planning academic majors for stu-
dents aspiring to nonteaching careers. By way of addressing many of the problems
inherent in the typical academic major, higher education reformers have recently
advocated the creation of capstone courses or senior seminars in each academic
major. These courses would integrate the content of the major, show how the major
course of study is related to other domains of knowledge, and rescue the current
academic major from its vocational character and infuse it with the values claimed
for the liberal arts.

The development of such courses naturally entails many
of the issues covered in the six approaches to the problem of the elementary
academic major. Each approach could provide a way to organize these capstone
events. For example, the study of the school curriculum, K-12, would offer a com-
pelling way to structure a capstone course because it demands that the “capstone”
aspects of each discipline be confrented and examined. There is hardly an issue in
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mathematics, for example, that is not addressed directly in the design of the K-12
mathematics curriculum because the core structure of the discipline of mathemat-
ics, the very thing the capstone course is about, must be confronted in the design of
the K-12 curriculum. Whatever holds the K-12 curriculum together holds the
discipline itself together. In this way, education, as an academic discipline, can pro-
vide a reciprocal service to the reform of the liberal arts majors in higher education.
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INSTITUTIONAL
CONSIDERATIONS
IN INITIATING CHANGE
IN TEACHER EDUCATION

5

HENRIETTA L. BARNES

Overview. In discussing the challenge inherent in
transtorming knowledge into teacher education programs, this volume has pointed
to a number of difficulties and complications that stem from a need to
reconceptualize teaching and teacher education. Not only must teacher educators
think differently about teaching and what prospective teachers must know and do
to enstire that all the‘r pupils learn more content at higher levels than ever before in
history, but, we also have to question seriously how prospective teachers acquire
such capabilities. Along with constructing new definitions of teacher education
knowledge, we have to wonder how programs of initial teacher preparation can
contribute to the abilities and propensities that are needed. As we contemplate the
latter we must confront old stereotypes about who the teacher educators are and
dispel the myth that only those who reside in colleges and departments of education
qualify. Whether for good or ill, many educators currently contribute to the concep-
tions of teaching, learning, and schooling that novices bring to their first teaching
assignments. For example, faculties in the arts and sciences, as well as faculties in
K-12 schools, are important educators of teachers. As such, members of these
groups need to participate broadly in the planning and delivery of teacher education
programs. The changes needed are formidable and absolute:, necessary.
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But bringing about such changes suggests new meaning
for the concept of challenge. According to Webster, common use of this word refers
to disputes, confrontations, or defiance. Thus, to challenge is to call into account or
into question, or to invite into competition. And that is exactly what is happening as
faculty at institutions attempt to change their programs of teacher education. As
bold initiatives are proposed on campus after campus, these ideas are threatening
business as usual. These proposals confront fundamental beliefs and attitudes, defy
simplistic responses, call for faculty to cross over traditional disciplinary bound-
aries, and lead to disputes over turf and control. The forces that inhibit change
show themselves almost immediately when this happens, and obstacles are often
created to either defeat the proposed changes outright or reduce their potency so
that any changes that are made do not fundamentally alter basic assumptions or
practices. Yet sustained efforts to realize substantial reform of teacher education
are critical if the education of teaching professionals is to improve. Consideration
of the roots of resistance to change reveals the magnitude of the problems and the
reasons why reforms are so slow in coming and so difficult to realize (Cohen, 1988).
Recognition of the institutional, faculty, and leadership characteristics that must be
present to bring about change suggests promising avenues to pursue and pitfalls
to avoid.

Anyone pi _suming to bring about change within an es-
tablished institutional context inevitably encounters difficulties that are embedded
within the fabric of norms and historical precedents peculiar to that place. The suc-
cess or failure of efforts to institutionalize innovations rests, in large part, on the
ability of individuals providing leadership to modify those institutional features that
impede progress toward desired goals. Insights about the institutional constraints
discussed in this chapter emerged from a project supported by the Exxon Educa-
t’on Foundation, designed to explore the difficulties and dilemmas of transforming
the knowledge base into the curriculum and programs of 11 large, midwestern
institutions. The project included faculty, department chairs, and deans from 11
institutions who were attempting to bring about substantial change in their teacher
education programs. The project’s intent was to identify the sort of difficulties insti-
tutions were experiencing and to define the issues and questions that faculty and
administrators need to address. In particular, participants explored the interaction
between the desired curriculum and the context. Special attention was given to the
ways in which the context enables, prevents, inhibits, or liniits the integrity of the
curriculum. Participants examined these questions from five different perspectives
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that emerged from both the research literature and from reflection on what was
happening in the various institutions. Initially, five screens were used to examine
cases of change efforts presented by participants. The five screens focused on:

s organizing the knowledge base for teacher education curricula,
s outlining conceptions of learning to teach,

s defining essential elements of program and structure,

s promoting organizational change, and

s developing leadership.

Case analyses focused on these questions but led to an
inevitable consideration of the political and institutional complexities of curriculum
reform. It was apparent throughout our discussions that institutional histories,
norms, and expectations represent major obstacles to change. In particular, these
realities of academic IKe are apparent with regard to the organization of teacher
education programs and \n the policies and practices involving faculty work. &

a {

CONSIDERATION ONE:
THE ORGANIZATION OF TEACHER
EDUCATION

More often than not, proposals to change teacher educa-
tion are met with resistance steeped in institutional tradition. In many universities,
teacher education is considered to be an all-university responsibility. On a practical
level this means that responsibility for different parts of the preparation program is
dispersed across different units of the university. This would be a happy circum-
stance if there were commitments from all units on the common aims and purposes
of programs and a continuing coordination around these goals. In reality, however,
it generally means that each unit assumes responsibility for the one piece of the
program that is within their domain, without accurate knowledge or understanding
of what those responsible for oth ~r parts of the program are thinking and doing.




Thus, specialized disciplinary study is disconnected from more general study of the
disciplines that guide human knowledge and experience. And pedagogy and
practice are isolated, often from each other, but also almost completely from other
parts of the program. While this characterization is accurate for both secondary and
elementary preparation programs, there are still some important distinctions
between the two, which pose different problems for teacher education reform.

SECONDARY PREPARATION

On many campuses, secondary teacher candidates major
in the fields they are prepaiing to teach. As majors, they are advised by faculty in
those departments that offer the major, and as prospective teachers are subject to
all of the college requirements for students pursuing any of the specialty areas
offered by that college. Thus, their academic programs are fas!ioned around
perceptions of what well-educated individuals in that field should know about their
field, as well as what they, as liberally educated individuals, should know in general.
Few would argue with the premise that prospective teachers should have deep un-
derstandings of their disciplines and broad knowledge of other areas as well.

The problem arises with the fact that a typical under-
graduate degree is normally limited to a maximum number of credit hours. If stu-
dents are, in fact, going to be liberally educated, it will require most or all of these
credit hours to begin a learning process that will, hopefully, continue beyond the
undergraduate years. Because the task of providing depth in a specialized field as
well as liberal perspectives on other fields is a daunting one in itself, there is little
room left for professioral study. As a result, education courses are often tolerated
ds a necessary condition for certification but seen as nonessential for achieving the
goals the department has for its inajors.

Historically, the number of education courses permitted
in programs for prospective secondary teachers has been kept to a minimum. It is
not uncommon for secondary students to take one course in educational psychol-
ogy, one in social-philosophical foundations, one in methods of teaching, and some-
times, depending on state mandates, one in the teaching of content area reading,
topped off by one semester of student teaching. Because such configurations are so
common and of such long standing across institutions, they must sten historically
from some widespread assumptions about teaching. Speculations about what these
beliefs might be include the following:
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s knowing one’s subject is sufficient for being able to teach it;

s novices do not need to understand much about the leamers or the con-
text within which they will teach in order to teach subject matter; or

s novices can learn what they need to know about learners and teaching
contexts on the job, as students or first year teachers.

There are undoubtedly other viable possibilities. The fact
of the matter is, however, that education courses are often seen as service courses
to secondary majors in other departments. Thus, the professional preparation com-
ponent of secondary education programs is frequently given short shrift. As a result,
secondary teachers are often criticized for their lack of knowledge about leamers
and the contexts of teaching. Programs for preparing secondary teachers typically
raseruble the pattern described above. They have been constructed by allocating
credit blocks and responsibility to separate units for specialty area subjects, general
education, and professional education coursework. The responsibility for determin-
ing the content within each of these blocks is executed by different groups, some-
times without serious consideration of the ends to which that knowledge will be
used. Seldom is careful scrutiny given to making the total progiam more coherent.

On some campuses, however, the departments respon-
sible for preparation in the major field are responsible for all aspects of the
program. Motivated by the desire to prepare individuals to teach the subject mat-
ters that comprise their fields, departments (English, music, and foreign languages,
for example) sometimes provide both the coursework in their disciplines and the
pedagogy and practice components of the p,rogram as well. Student teaching may or
may not be the department’s responsibiliiy, and general education studies typically
remain outside their purview.

Both of these organizational patterns present problems
for teacher education reform. When components of the program are scattered
across units of the university, the parts are frequently fragmented from one another.
Education courses required for certification are often tolerated as requirements but
seldom are conceptually integrated into the preparation programs. While prepara-
tion programs tend to be more coherent when departments construct and carry out
their own programs of teacher preparation, these programs vary enormously from
one department to the other. Teacher candidates in one major field may have a
great deal of graduated clinical experience prior to their student teaching, while
other candidates from the same university may have little or no such opportunity to
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learn from and about practice. Since there are few precedents within
such programs for collaboration among faculties in the liberal arts and K-12
schools, developing common understandings about what constitutes quality in
such programs is cumbersome at best. When secondary programs are located in
multiple departments, achieving more uniform quality across programs borders on
the impossible. Getting stakeholders to share decision making concerning a
curriculum that has historically been their domain represents a major challenge.
Thus, the challenges associated with improving the quality of the program are both
conceptual and political.

In both situations, getting all parts of a system that has
operated separately to function together is complicated. Working collaboratively
across units to improve the education of teachers may mean giving up some of the
autonomy previously held by separate units. Conceptually, disciplinary faculty may
hold disparate views, both within and across departments, about what constitutes
understanding of a field. In general, however, faculty agree that one can never know
enough about the subject matter one teaches. Thus, the difficulties more often
involve differences between college of education faculty and faculty in other
departments of the university regarding perceptions of what constitutes essential
knowledge for beginning teachers.

Both scenarios described above pertain to arrangements
for persons planning to study a discipline and then teach in secondary school. The
difficulties mentioned involve questions about the content and control of the
curriculum, not whether or not departments should accept such students into their
majors. The opportunity for high school teachers to study the subjects they will
teach is seen by faculty in disciplinary departments as part of their work. Preparing
students to teach subject matter at the elementary level is yet another matter.

ELEMENTARY PREPARATION

In most universities, the responsibility for programs for
elementary certification is lodged in schools, departments, or colleges of education.
Such programs typically do not require concentrated study in any of the subject
matters taught in the lower grades. Thus, prospective elementary teachers take a
broad range of courses across different departments of the university. These
courses are often introductory in nature and barely skim the surface of the knowl-
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edge areas being taught in the elementary school curriculum. Explanations for this
circumstance stem from the notion that teachers de not need to know more about a
subject than is typically covered in the textbook.

The idea that teachers may need deep understandings of
subject matter in order to help young children understand the most basic ideas of a
discipline is not prominent among faculty, including many faculty within colleges of
education. But the most distressing reason given for not requiring rigorous study of
subject matter stems from a fundamental belief that those individuals who choose
to teach young children are not capable of in-depth understanding of the disciplines
they will teach, The view that prospective elementary teachers cannot succeed
within rigorous programs of academic study persists, in part, because admission
criteria for elementaiy education programs have historically been low, and because
elementary teacher candidates have frequently ranked among the lowest in many
universities on admission tests. In response to widespread criticism of this practice,
however, admission standards have been raised significantly in many universities.
These institutions now claim that students who wish to seek teacher certification
are equal to those entering other fields. In fact, it is not unusual to hear reports that
grade point averages of 3.0 and higher are common on many campuses. Despite the
fact that these students may have accumulated strong academic records, often in
the same courses as their secondary counterparts, this stereotype is well estab-
lished and interferes with the willingness of disciplinary departments to consider
serious proposals to change the content of the teaching majors and minors for pro-
spective elementary teachers.

The fact that disciplinary faculty can seek to include
more coursework in the disciplines for students planning to teach at the secondary
level, at a time when they are reluctant to include elementary teacher candidates as
students within their majors is inherently contradictory, of course. That these
stances can be taken simultaneously illustrates another factor involved in teacher
education reform; prospective elementary teachers are not the sort of students that
disciplinary departments typically seek as majors. This circumstance can be ex-
plained on grounds other than those cited above. For one thing, most faculty in dis-
ciplinary departments are relatively unfamiliar with the subject matter taught in the
elementary classroom. Faculties’ own interest in their discipline probably evolved
from experiences they had in middle or high school, in or out of school contexts.
While they were undoubtedly successful in learning elementary content, they may
not have given much, if any, thought to what is or should be taught to young chil-
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dren about their discipline. Faculty study of their own discipline has often reached
such an advanced level that it is difficult for them to contemplate which fundamen-
tal principles in their fields should be taught at different levels, or how that content
might be learned. Another reason is that disciplinary departments are, by and large,
primarily interested in preparing persons who will study their disciplines for their
own sake, not for any utilitarian purposes. Thus, the most appealing undergraduate
student to have as a major is a person who will go on to study at the graduate level.
A student who does not expect to pursue advanced study, and even worse, a person
who is presumed to be unable to understand the fundamental ideas of a discipline is
not perceived to be an ideal student. Such students may be considered by faculty
not to be serious students of the discipline and should not use up, so to speak, large
amounts of the department’s resources. Allowing such students to enroll in upper
level courses is problematic since such courses are limited in number and are often
taught by the best of the department’s faculty.

For elementary teachers to gain access to advanced
knowledge in the disciplines that undergird subject matter, all departments on the
campus must consider these students to be among the best. In addition, faculty
must not only accept the premise that prospective elementary teachers can learn
such content, but they must also assume the obligation to provide such knowledge.
Although current perceptions will not change automatically when elementary
candidates are taught in regular classes with other majors, such attituaes surely will
not be altered until these stuaents are given a chance to demonstrate their intellec-
tual capacities.

THE ORGANIZATION OF PROFESSIONAL STUDIES

Just as the different components of a preparation pro-
gram can be controlled by separate departments, so can the areas of knowledge
that comprise the professional studies component itself. More often than not, differ-
ent departments within a college of education are given responsibility for different
requirements in the certification program. Thus, the Educational Psychology de-
partment may teach courses on learmers and learning, another department may be
responsible for courses on school and society or social philosophical foundations,
yet another department may offer courses on methods of teaching in the elemen-
tary school, and possibly many departmen on methods of teaching in secondary
schools. And still another department may manage student teaching.
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The difficulties of bringing greater ¢cherence to the pro-
fessional studies program also parallels those associated witl' the total program.
Questions of content and curriculum control must be overcome here, as well as
within the larger context of the university. As in the broader university arena, differ-
ent aspects of educational programs may be developed individually by different
units. This practice allows individual features of critical knowledge areas to be ad-
dressed more intensively; however, it tends to reinforce the view that knowledge of
one area can be understood apart from knowledge of another. The practice of al-
lowing faculty to develop courses apart from consideration of program goals is of-
ten supported on the grounds that individual faculty have “academic freedom”
rights that should not be constrained. Such an interpretation of academic freedom
is, of course, a distottion of the intention of that faculty right. Designed to protect
the right of faculty to discuss controversial content, this “freedom” is often con-
strued to mean that only the instructor can determine the content of the courses he
or she teaches. In institutions where the latter interpretation prevails, this institu-
tional norm can represent a barrier to coilective program planning.

Tensions may also spring from different priorities of dif-
ferent faculty groups and from competition for scarce college resources to support
different ends. Or, faculty interests may conflict with college needs. For example,
the desire of certain faculty to engage in research may be in competition with the
college’s need to generate student credit hours. Or, conflicts may reside in faculty
being treated differentially. For instance, though courses required for initial and
continuing certification often generate a larger number of student credit hours than
other courses, teaching such courses may not be seen as the most prestigious work
of the college. Thus, faculty who teach teachers may be disproportionately engaged
in such work to the exclusion of research activity, while graduate teaching and re-
search may be the domain of a select few. Further, those faculty who work directly
in schools with teachers and teacher candidates may be almost totally isolated from
interactions from other colleagues on campus. Thus, any opportunity for mutual ex-
change and growth is circumvented.

Changing these circumstances requires altering the way
teacher education is organized within colleges of education. Not only must a
college be united by a common purpose and shared goals, it must provide opportu-
nities for faculty to achieve these goals without sacrificing their allegiance to their
areas of specialization. Common assumptions about how to achieve those goals
must guide the work. Support for the sort of cross disciplinary collaboration
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that is needed must also be provided. But the professional studies component of
teacher education programs will not be improved by addressing organizational
questions alone.

THE CONTENT OF PROFESSIONAL STUDIES

Bringing the parts of a program into one unit may or may
not facilitate real change in prospective teachers’ understandings of teaching. If the
professional preparation program does not ensure that students will have the op-
portunity to examine their entering assumptions and construct grounded under-
standings of teaching, then the design of the program must also be changed. If the
way that the curriculum is enacted does not allow students to develop the capacity
to teach a broad range of children within a wide variety of contexts, then the deliv-
ery of that program must be altered. If the program does not prepare novices to
move away from the image of teaching as telling, learning as accumulating, and
knowing as recalling, then both the substance and the nature of learning experi-
ences provided teacher candidates nust be examined. And, if the program does not
advance broader conceptions of the professional responsibilities and roles of the
teacher, the conceptual framework must be altered.

Redesigning the teacher education program requires,
above all, that faculty suspend temporarily their own professional and personal in-
ierests in order to make tough-minded judgments about the current effectiveness of
the program. Wherever deficits in either the content or the teaching of that content
are found, they must be corrected. New images of teaching and learning and differ-
ent conceptions of what constitutes a program must guide such work. In their book,
Profiles of Preservice Teacher Education, Howey and Zimpher (1989) describe im-
portant characteristics of coherent programs. They point to the importance of such
features as themes, a conceptual framework, the integration of research and prac-
tice in the development of that framework, and articulation between and among dif-
ferent courses and between campus; and field experiences as essential for the con-
ceptual integrity of the program. Further, Howey and Zimpher note the importance
of faculty collegiality, the presence of a program identity or ethos, and the sense of
shared ordeal on the part of both faculty and students as important aspects of co-
herent programs. Such features are seen as important because they facilitate the de-
velopment of grounded schemas for guiding teacher judgment and action. Given




that teaching is primarily intellectual work, the development of coherent programs
of teacher education must be a priority consideration in any redesign attempts.

Howey and Zimpher (1989) point out, however, that
curriculum reformers must also address other priorities. In their analysis of the
curriculum of the six institutions studied, they note the absence of themes focusing
“on the moral and ethical dimensions of what is a highly moral endeavor. .the
dominant emphasis in most institutions remains on the technical and communica-
tive dimensions of teaching” (Howey & Zimpher, 1989, p. 258). For all children
to have equitable access to empowering knowledge, the curriculum must address
this omission.

Preparation to engage in any sort of professional practice
that does not include attention to questions of ethical behavior are, by definition, in-
complete. For teachers, however, this curricular omission is significant when it
means that content critical to success in teaching itself is omitted from the curricu-
lum. Coursework that highlights issues of diversity and equity represents such an
area. Usually referred to as multicultural education, this area includes knowledge of
cultures and contexts but goes beyond familiarity with the mores and traditions of
different groups to advance the role of teachers as advocates for leamers, teachers
who are willing to confront institutional constraints that create barriers to learning
for all students.

While few will argue about the importance of this goal,
faculty may resist attempts to give sufficient time in the curriculum to develop the
understandings, propensities, and abilities that are needed to ensure that all young-
sters in a variety of contexts will develop the deep understandings they will need of
subject matter and other important content. This resistance stems from two
sources; one has to do with the numbers game. Given the finite number of courses
that can be offered and the differing priorities about what beginning teachers need
to know, allocating credits to one area results i reduced attention to another. The
other source of resistance comes from the fact that faculty may not be convinced
that curricular space given to the study of diversity and equity issues substantially
improves the beginning teacher’s ability to foster student understanding. A
relatively small body of empirical data exists concerning the ways that knowledge
of different cultures and contexts inform, appropriately, the judgments that
teachers make. Cazden and Mehan (1989) in their chapter in the KBBT volume have
summarized the knowledge they believe teachers must have concerning cultural
understanding. Until recently, however, little attention has been given to the ways
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that knowledge of such factors might affect the leaming of subject matter. Studies
undertaken by Vasquez (1989) and Contreras (1987) are promising and point not
only to the contributions that cultural experience can bring to leaming but also to
the need for teacher knowledge in this area. Yet, studies of how teachers use knowl-
edge about the families and communities in which children live and the school con-
texts within which they are educated are not well represented in the literature and
are largely absent in the KBBT volume.

Similarly, calls for teachers to be better prepared to work
within diverse settings abound and are growing (Sleeter & Grant, 1990). Attempts to
infuse such perspectives into professional studies courses have been disappointing,
however, and make it difficult for teacher educators to argue the benefits for
including such study within preparation programs (McDiarmid & Price, 1989;
NCRTE, 1988). Thus, it is incumbent on those who understand the importance of
such subject matter for teaching to help the educational community define the body
of knowledge that is critical; articulate how such knowledge can inform, and not
misinform, judgments about children’s learning; and create new ways of fostering
critical understandings about culture and community within teacher education
programs (Dilworth, 1990).

It is also essential that knowledge about culture and
community become connected to knowledge about the disciplines that undergird
subject matter and the pedagogy for representing the ideas of the discipline to chil-
dren. Making these connections may help teachers interpret the meanings children
are constructing about a subject area and provide productive avenues to
explore in their attempts to exgender passion for a discipline. Knowing about the
contributions members of diverse cultures have made to law, literature, and math-
ematics, for example, may be the hook that engenders a learner’s enthusiasm for
certain areas of study. In the movie Stand ana Deliver, Jaime Escalante used such
knowledge to capture the attention and enthusiasm of his students for math when
he told them, “Your people discovered zero. It is in your blood.” Such connections
mean a great deal to children who feel like outsiders. Furthermore, all of these
knowledge areas must be tied to practice. Knowledge is not simply transferred from
one context to another, it must be transformed in light of essential qualities of the
new situation.

If teachers are to use important knowledge in their daily
teaching, they must be able to draw o.. the knowledge frameworks they have con-
structed through their own study, experiences, and reflections about practice as
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they learn to teach. Helping prospective teachers construct cognitive frameworks
that represent networked understandings is the substance of professional study.
While this is intellectual work, it must be grounded in experiences within which the
teaching of a subject is done with diverse leammers in multiple settings. Such experi-
ences are iterative and require opportunities for reflection on the similarities and
differences in conditions as well as approaches to pedagogy undertaken.

Preparing beginning teachers who have the dispositions
and capacities to engage in professional judgment, action, and reflection will
require greater, not less, space in the initial teacher education program. This
conception of the sort of knowledge and experiences prospective teachers need in
order to begin to teach changes the purposes of initial preparation significantly. No
longer is it possible to offer theoretical knowledge divorced from a consideration of
its uses. Nor is it acceptable to assume that by passing courses, teacher candidates
have acquired the understandings, dispositions, and abilities they will need for
professional practice.

The view that disciplinary knowledge can be taught
separately from pedagogy and that both of these can be learned apart from knowl-
edge about culture, community, and practice prevails despite efforts to «-vinter this
perspective through deliberation and written documents. This po.t.t cf view is
significant because it influences the number of professional study credits within a
program that the university community, and the broader public sector, are willing
to support. But, the possibility that the resistance is not conceptual only must also
be considered. By not accepting the conceptual argument grounded in a new defini-
tion of teacher education, faculty both within and outside the college of education
protect themselves from change. It is then possible for faculty and whole de-
partments to choose not to change on the grounds that they are unconvinced that
teachers will be better prepared by the type of program described.
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CONSIDERATION TWO: CHANGING
THE NORMS FOR FACULTY WORK

Reluctance to change is typically very personal since fac-
ulty work. and futures are inextricably linked with the norms of the institutions
within which they work. Although often cast as conceptual, political, or fiscal reser-
vations, questions are strongly motivated by concerns that grow out of fear that
new ways of doing teacher education will seriously affect how faculty work is
construed. At every level of discussion concerning reform, these fears are likely to
surface. The same questions are addressed, the same anxieties are expressed, and
the same kinds of resistance are articulated. Often seen as turf protection or power
struggles over control of the curriculun,, these questions have to do with the worry
that faculty will find no place for their expertise within the new scheme of things, or
that they will not be as successful at the new work that is envisioned, or that the
new work will not be perceived as valuable by their professional colleagues at other
universities, or that it will not be sufficiently accepted by their peers in other
departments at their current university. These worries are very real and sensible,
given the organization of universities and the reward systems typically used.
Attempts to reform curriculum inevitably threaten traditional norms for how one
does one's work and how that work will be recognized. Thus, institutions that are
serious about a reform agenda must also be serious about changing the norms of
their own institutions to support that agenda.

EXPECTATIONS FOR FACULTY WORK

Among the norms that must be changed, top priority
must be given to creating new expectations for faculty work. What is needed is
cross-disciplinary collaboration that cuts across traditional departmental bound-
aries and extends to work in K-12 settings. Such work is intensive and time consum-
ing, to say the least, but exciting and growth producing for those who do it. Such
work is interactive and demanding. It requires coordination, communication, will-
ingness to live with ambiguity, and acceptance of human error. To be productive,
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however, such work must be built on shared undeistanding of desirable goals and
promising ways of pursuing these purposes. Developing these understandings
requires extended opportunity to think and work together over time.

Once conceptualized, however, the curriculum st be
enacted by faculty. In order for them to make the commitments and investments
that may be needed, these individuals must be able to wrap their own specialized
interests around the larger, collective goals being addressed. They must see ways to
pursue the research agenda they have carved out for themseélves within the context
of the program itself. Thus, faculty might be teaching preservice students and work-
ing with experienced teachers in a variety of settings around particular instruc-
tional issues and, simultaneously, studying questions that are relevant to their own
line of inquiry. Integrating faculty work so that teaching, research, and service are
closely connected inevitably has implications for where faculty will do their work.

Increasingly, faculty work will need to be carried out in
K-12 classrooms, schools, and communities. The need to link theoretical per-
spectives on teaching with actual teaching requires that those who teach teachers
remain connected to classrooms. In addition, however, faculty will need to work
closely with experienced teachers who can provide thoughtful mentoring of
novices. Such in"olvement may lead these educators to combine their talents to ad-
dress instructional and schooling dilemmas together. Such work may take a variety
of forms. At times university faculty may teach children on a regular basis in order
to study particular instructional problems. This work might provide a laboratory for
classroom teachers, who might observe students or collect other data that might be
analyzed by a team of university and school colleagues studying the issues to-
gether. At other times, more traditional forms of inquiry, demonstration teaching,
observations, and discussions might be ongoing. In still other situations, univer-
sity and school faculty might be working with community leaders and parents
to improve conditions or gain parental support for educational programs
of the school.

Similarly, the nature of collaborative inquiry might need
to be defined and supported in various ways. The traditional separation of research
on teaching and teacher education from teaching practice, both in the K-12 sector
and on campus, is a major obstacle to change. The study of teaching is a powerful
vehicle for improving one's teaching practice. For those who teach teachers it is an
important opportunity to gain understanding about both the content one is teaching
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and the meaning different representations of the content may have for learners.
Conversely, it is essential that those who study teaching engage in teaching stu-
dents who will use the insights from such research in their classroom interactions
with learners. Through such instruction, researchers can both validate and extend
their own understandings of the subtle ways that different contexts can alter the
usefulness of research findings for informing practice.

Over the past two decades, the traditional norms for do-
ing research have changed. Classroom research has now become commonplace,
and research on one's own practice is emerging as a useful paradigm (Lampert &
Clark, 1990). Professional debates now focusing on the usefulness for practice of
research knowledge call attention to the need for educators to broaden their con-
ceptions of the fors of research activity that must be developed, Building on no-
tions of collaborative inquiry (Richardson, 1990), new forms of inquiry are evolving
from early collaborations between teachers and researchers during the '70s and
'80s. For example, teacher collaborators were included on all projects of the Insti-
tute for Research on Teaching (Porter, 1986) and in Ward and Tikunuff's (1977)
studies of interactive teaching studies. Similarly, projects supported through
Teacher Corps (Barmes & Putnam, 1981; Lanier, 1983) demonstrated the value of
combining developmental efforts with serious study of both the processes used and
outcomes resulting from collaborative work. While traditional forms of inquiry may
be used in collaborative inquiry, this approach is characterized by the fact that both
development of new teaching practice and systematic inquiry are combined into a
form of educational inquiry that is particularly suited for the study of teaching,

In contrast to traditional forms of research, in which
persons who may be unfamiliar with the context sometimes study an activity that
may be foreign to them, the researchers in collaborative inquiry understand the
activity and the context in which the activity is taking place. Such research and
development efforts engage university and classroom teachers in all phases of the
activity and may involve university faculty teaching in K-12 classrooms. Unlike
more conventional fors of research, collaborative inquiry does not seek findings
from relatively short-term study of classroom episodes. Rather, collaborative
inquiry wtempts to generate insights that can be contemplated by the participants
theniselves and elaborated for successive trials in the same and other settings by
participants studying a particular teaching problem. The definition of the problem
that may be tied to particular contexts and learners is the continuing subject of
inquiry, in the same way that various responses to different definitions of the prob-
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lem are explored through continuing study. Initial insights from first attempts are
Just that—tentative conclusions drawn from first trial attempts. The insights that
follow may serve to deepen and strengthen original findings or suggest the limita-
tions of those findings. The promise of this form of inquiry for improving both
teaching and teacher education is encouraging. However, norms within most col-
leges of education do not support such faculty work. Instead of fostering sustained,
collaborative study, current norms for allocating faculty time and rewarding faculty
work tend to encourage short-term projects and studies that can reach fruition
quickly. Changing these norms is critical if research and practice are to become
better integrated.

CHANGING FACULTY LOAD ASSIGNMENTS

For new forms of faculty work to be envisioned by
faculty, they must see that the work is both possible and valuable. Work of the sort
described above is more likely to occur when faculty loads are reasonable and flex-
ible. If norms for allocating faculty teaching loads are rigid, however, only the most
visionary faculty will be able to imagine how to create opportunities to do serious
work in schools. Similarly, if heavy teaching loads are the norm, only the most dedi-
cated will find ways to do sustained work in schools. Teaching four courses a
semester on campus to large groups of students does not allow teacher educators
to develop new ways to advance teacher understandings or to reflect on their effec-
tiveness as teacher educa s rs.

Once faculty have conceptualized a new curriculum and
made commitments to work in K-12 classrooms and schools, structures for al-
locating load time should be examined and modified, as necessary, to make them
responsive to the nature of faculty work envisioned, and new models for teaching
students may need to be developed. For example, instead of being assigned to teach
one course to 30 students for one semester, faculty might be assigned to form a
study group of 15 students to focus on a particular issue or content area over time.
If time for deliberation among university and school colleagues is needed, such dis-
cussions must be seen as an important part of the faculty member's work. Just as
teachers need time for intellectual dialogue and reflection about their work, teacher
educators must have time to plan collaboratively and reflect with colleagues about
their students’ learning. Load time must allocate time for this work as well.
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EVALUATING FACULTY WORK

Changing the nature of faculty work may require sub-
stantial changes in the ways that faculty productivity is defined and rewarded.
Faculty must feel that their efforts are not only valuable for themselves and their
immediate students, but they must feel that it is supported and recognized by their
peers in the department, college, and the university at large. Traditionally, faculty
productivity is judged on the quality and number of research articles generated.
Developmental work of the sort described above is generally referred to as service
activity. Rewards for good work in this arena are typically not commensurate with
those granted good research.

If faculty work is to become better integrated across ar-
eas of teaching research and development or service, these activities must be
equaily valued for their potential to advance professional understandings. Policies
for evaluating the scholarly productivity of faculty must explicitly recognize the im-
portance of each of these forms of faculty work. In forming such policies, it should
not matter whether faculty are teaching, doing systematic research, or are engaged
in sustained school improvement activities. What should matter is the quality of
scholarship that the faculty member is bringing to that activity. To be of value,
school improvement efforts and teaching itself should be both products of strong
scholarship and opportunities for scholarly work. Thus, policies for evaluating
faculty scholarship should indicate the forms of evidence that can be put forward
for peer review of such scholarship. Whether that scholarship is demonstrated
through activity that is primarily teaching, or research, or service is of less conse-
quence than are questions concerning the nature of the evidence one can put
torward for review.

In addition to establishing policies that recognize
scholarly work in all areas of faculty work, attention must also be given to ways to
recognize differences in the complexity, difficulty, and level of responsibility
involved in the work that faculty do. As indicated earlier, collaborative develop-
ment and inquiry are complicated and difficult. Coordinating coherent programs of
teacher education places greater responsibility on progiam leaders than does more
conventional approaches to teacher education. Maintaining the conceptual integrity
of thematic programs demands that time be devoted to coordinating the work of
several university and school faculty across multiple dimensions over time. Study-
inz and evaluating programmatic work is multilayered and complex. Faculty who
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do this sensitive and lahor-intensive work well are essential to the succes: of these
programs. Unless evaluation systems are examined for their ability to reward such
work, it is unlikely that coherent programs of teaciver education can be sustained.

CONSIDERATION THREE:
LEADERSHIP FOR CHANGE

As a form of social change, teacher education reform
cannot be accomplished solely through the formal leadership of the dean or the
department chair. Leadership is required at all levels and from all participants. Yet
formal leaders can and do make a tremendous difference in initiating reforms and
in creating the conditions for institutionalizing those reforms.

Formal leaders are both advantaged and constrained by
their roles. For example, deans and department chairs can define, strengthen, and
articulate the enduring values and distinctive qualities of the institution. They can
set an agenda, establish priorities, and reconcile competing interests. In addition,
they can stimulate, empower, and support faculty who demonstrate potential as
conceptual leaders and organizational change agents. To support the efforts of
these informal leaders, forinal leaders can obtain and allocate resources, pro-
vide incentives, distribute rewards, and buffer external forces and internal
strains. Since the total system that exists has high inertia, anything that requires
a coordinated cffort is unlikely to be started or maintained. Formal leaders can
sustain the effort by giving tilme and energy to the decision-making process. They
can be persistent in studying the problem, providing information, focusing on sub-
stantive issues, and facilitating participation from the opposition. If the presence of
competing interests are stalling the effort, formal leaders can deflect attention away
from the primary reform effort by supporting nultiple faculty activities.

While they may try to legislate change and control the
process of change itself, formal leaders are dependent on faculty for the success of
the reform effort. For the most part, deans and department chairs can effect change
—when their faculty feel confident and take initiative. When faculty feel proud of
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their institutions and want their leaders to succeed, the task is further Tacilitated. In
addition, however, faculty must be tolerant of ambiguity, willing to take risks, and
capable of altering their roles and functions. To be successful, deans and depart-
ment chairs must have the capacity to stimulate faculty’s interest so that it catches
fire and to work toward successive approximations of their imagined ideal. Of
primary importance is the ability of the formal leader to allow informal faculty lead-
ership to emerge and evolve responsibly. Disparate faculty views and priorities
must be acknowledged and accommodated within a common agenda. Allowing
diverse approaches to accomplish a shared agenda will strengthen the likelihood
that faculty can move forward together.

The presence of strong leadership among both faculty
and administrators is, of course, the ideal. Working in concert, new visions of cur-
riculum can be forged, and institutional structures to support these images can be
created. Neither faculty nor administrators can accomplish the task alone. This is
true partly because each group controls different domains of influence. That is, fac-
ulty have authority over the content of the curriculum, while administrators have
responsibility for allocating resources to support the approved curriculum. But
these distinctions extend also to consideration of ways that availability of resources
can influence the substance and character of the curriculum itself. The ability to en-
vision new images of teaching and teacher education depends partly on the ability
to imagine new ways to use the resources of faculty time and talent to achieve the
multiple purposes of the institution. Together, formal and informal college leaders
can construct bold proposals.

Sustained, systematic attention to the reform agenda is
necessary fif it is to succeed. Pervasive, congruent, formal, and infortnal communi-
cation networks must be established and maintained over extended periods of time.
Serious connections between research and practice must be constructed and
sustained if the system is to be self-renewing and authentic.
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CONSIDERATION FOUR:
ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES
TO CHANGE

Depending on the institutional history, norms, and ex-
pectations for faculty work that prevail within a given college or university,
different approaches to change may be appropriate. If a program has remained
unchanged for some time, the most efficacious means of initiating change may be
through support of one or more experimental efforts. Involvement in such pro-
grams will allow interested faculty to test the desirability and the feasibility of a
new approach without the burden of having to convince others on the basis of
argument alone. In this case, the initial work may move forward relatively
unimpeded. However, unless faculty sustain their commitment to bring others into
the enterprise, to keep the broader community informed about their work, and to
use their efforts as a springboard for later consideration of more comprehensive
change, the experimental program will likely remain outside the mainstream offer-
ings of the college or university.

In other cases, where pilot programs have already been
tried, faculty may wish to seek broad support for a revised curriculum. Depending
on the context, proposals for change may be met with some of the conceptual and
political problems described above. Counter proposals may be made, and conces-
sions may be necessary to gain support for a new curriculum.The danger here is
that some concessions may comproniise the integrity of the reform agenda itself.
Thus, it is critical that faculty be clear about what changes will move the agenda
forward and what will not.

In any event, proposals for serious reform of teacher
preparation require that new possibilities be envisioned and adopted. When respon-
sibility for different parts of the program are dispersed among several academic
units, the likelihood that all of these units will coalesce around a common agenda is
small. In such situations, it makes sense either to mount serious efforts to develop
shared understandings or to consider ways to circumvent these units,

One way to accomplish the first goal is through sustained
dialogue across all stakeholders. This approach, which was used by one of the insti-
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tutions in Michigan State University's Exxon project, is described later in this vol-
ume. The danger inher« nt in this approach is that political considerations may
dominate the discussion and may interfere with the faculty's ability to focus on the
conceptual issues involved in curriculum development.

Anciaer way to bring coherence to the curriculum is to
place responsibility for the total program within a center that exists outside the
usual departmental structure of the university. While this is an appealing alterna-
tive, there is a danger that this special unit will not have sufficient authority to
garner the faculty expertise and financial resources needed to effect and insti-
tutionalize the curriculum that is created.

Regardless of the approach that is adopted, efforts to
bring about change must be undertaken with the understanding that change is usu-
ally incremental. Whether change is attempted through efforts to alter the content
of one course, or one component of a program, or by reconceptualizing a total pro-
gram, there is always the hazard that the initial effort will become an end in itself. It
is very difficult to sustain efforts to make systemic curriculum changes. Changing
smaller parts of the total system is easier to manage, and more likely to be experi-
enced as meaningful by faculty. Improvements that are created through these ef-
forts are usually satisfying for those who have developed ownership for this work,
while ways to improve within the new framework are initially ambiguous and chal-
lenging. Unless the goal of more comprehensive, systemic change is kept visible,
therefore, changes will remain local and may not contribute to an ongoing process
of curriculum renewal.

Given the nature of incremental change and the need for
simultaneous attention to multiple factors, educational change of any consequence
nmust be comprehensive and long term. Sustained efforts are needed. This process
might be seen as one of institutionalized reform: and represents a new norm for
many institutions. It includes conceptualizing, experimenting with, and adopting
those features of the reformi that show promiise of advancing the capacities of be-
ginning professional teachers. Thus, a program is never totally fixed but is always in
a state of ongoing development and self-renewal. Integral to this concept, of course,
is the serious study and evaluation of such programs.

Conceiving of reform in this way illustrates the long-ter.n
nature of this enterprise. In his discussion of factors that inhibit educational reform,
Cohen (1988) contends that most people underestimate the complexities, the
barriers, and the time frame that is needed to achieve change of the magnitude
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appointed. Those who understand the complexity, difficulty, and comprehensive
auality of the work, and have the courage to do it, must be supported by the institu-
tions within which they work. Changing those institutional characteristics that
constrain serious reforms should be given our highest priority.
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CASE ONE:
A COLLABORATIVE
STRUCTURE
FOR INSTITUTIONAL
CHANGE
IN TEACHER EDUCATION

6

SUZANNE H. PASCH
MARLEEN C. PUGACH
RICHARD G. Fox

Overview. Strategies for reform can take many dif-
ferent forms, but central to all of them must be collaboration: within professional
units that prepare teachers, across teacher education and liberal arts, and between
teacher education and the public schools. In this chapter, a collaborative structure
for changing the practice of teacher education is described that functions as a uni-
fying umbrella for all aspects of reform. The Center for Teacher Education at the
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee is an experiment in creating an alternative or-
ganizational structure that serves as a continuous catalyst for collaborative efforts
in teacher education redesign. As a new form of administrative unit, the Center
promotes the value of collaboration as the framework within which faculty and
practitioners engage in the hard work of programmatic change. ®
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In May 1990, the faculty of the School of Education at
the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee (UWM) voted unanimously, and with al-
most no discussion, to endorse the continuation of the Center for Teacher Educa-
tion as a permanent unit of the School. Four years earlier, also by vote but following
lengthy, impassioned discussion, the faculty established this experimental unit,
charged it with reforming teacher education, and then set a sunset clause of three
years to revisit it to determine whether the Center should be permitted to continue.
The original vote represented a compromise following two years of self-study, and
the real’zation that, at that time, the faculty would neither agree to form a depart-
ment of teacher education, nor to establish a unit over which it had no continuing
control. This turned out to be a serendipitous event. The unwieldy unit born, patted
on the bottom, and sent out to survive with an ax over its head, provided precisely
the structure that permitted the recent vote, a vote which recognized and affirmed
the collaborative, creative work conducted through this interdisciplinary Center
that is simultaneously home base to none and home to all.

This chapter focuses on the UWM Center for Teacher
Education as a case study in reform. As we move from translating the broad, inspi-
rational goals of the national teacher education agenda to reportable programmatic
results, we need to pause and consider the role that structure and process play in
our wnrk. The chapter discusses the Center for Teacher Education as a case that
highlights those factors. First, we provide an overview of the history, mission, and
organization of the Center for Teacher Education and then describe its progress to
date. Then, we explore the role of structure in developing a shared vision and enabling
institutional reform and discuss the nature of collaborative process as the strategy
for accomplishing such change. In this case, the Center for Teacher Education pro-
vides an organizational structure that facilitates institutional change by mandating
collaborative interaction; the emphasis in the chapter is on describing that struc-
ture and specifying the nature of the resultant collaboration. Critical process vari-
ables that we have stumbled onto, foreseen, and grappled with, as part of the reform
process, are presented and analyzed in sufficient detail to permit some possible
generalities to other sites. Observations and recommendations about this attempt
to accomplish meaningful change in teacher education within an existing institution
and through the application of a collaborative structure complete the chapter.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE CENTER
FOR TEACHER EDUCATION

HISTORY

The effort to reform teacher education programs at
UWM began in 1984-85 with a study of the existing situation. A 13-member Task
Force on Teacher Education was sponsored by the newly arrived dean and charged
with reviewing the current program and developing a plan to guide and initiate re-
forms. In its final report (UWM School of Education, 1986), the task force noted
several strengths of the existing program, but emphasized those areas needing im-
provement. Like most other traditional programs, the inadequacies cited included
the following:

= lack of a coherent, well-sequenced teacher education curriculuny,

a no clear connection between the teacher education curriculum and the
schools where students gain their field experiences;

= few opportunities to monitor the progress of students through the pro-
gram,

a lack of adequate preparation in subject areas in some programs; and
a inability to attract and retain minority students in teacher education.

If meaningful change in teacher education programs was
to occur, however, UWM needed first to reform its own institutional arrangements
to facilitate change and to enable any changes that occurred to remain in place. As
is true at many universities, the traditional organization of teacher education at
UWM placed the main responsibility with departments for delivering course con-
tent and for sequencing course offerings. While this arrangement was convenient
for making some decisions, it made it nearly impossible for the faculty to offer a co-
ordinated program, to monitor the program as a whole, to identify problems that
existed across department lines, and to institute change in an interdisciplinary man-
ner. In the year following the task force's analysis, a subsequent working group de-
veloped a proposal to address these problems. It leaned toward the establishment
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of a Department of Teacher Education but, faced with political realities inside the
school, recommended instead the establishment of a Center for Teacher Education.
Thus, the Center for Teacher Education was a compromise based on concerns that
a Department of Teacher Education would-either draw resources and personnel away
from other programs or would fail to develop sufticient faculty support to survive.

Even as a compromise measure, however, establishing
the Center for Teacher Education was not accomplished easily. Objections raised
to this change included concerns that establishing a separate unit to oversee and
recommend changes in teacher education would violate departmental and indi-
vidual faculty rights, and further, that the Center would be an elitist unit in which
faculty would receive reduced teaching loads and other special favors and would
have few incentives to work with other colleagues. In an institution that historically
prides itself on its shared governance system, these were not trivial arguments. In
verbal debate, responses were raised to counter the objections by the Center’s sup-
porters. This debate is chronicled in a paper describing the creation of the Center
(Schug, Pugach, & Pasch, 1988). In fact, both contemporaneously and in retrospect,
none of us knew exactly what was going to happen with the creation of a Center,
but some of us wanted to be given the chance to find out.

MISSION AND ORGANIZATION OF THE CENTER

In fall 1986, the faculty of the School of Educ:.tion voted
to establish the Center for Teacher Education. Representation on the Center in-
cluded faculty from all teacher certification programs and from the foundations de-
partments in the School of Education. Specifically, the 12 Center faculty consisted
of one representative each from early childhood education, elementary education,
physical education, and secondary education; two representatives from exceptional
education; one representative each from cultural foundations and educational psy-
chology; and four at-large faculty representatives, approved by their departments
and by the remaining Center faculty. An elementary school principal and a high
school teacher were also members of the Center for Teacher Education. This group
of 14 people was given responsibility to:

= develop, implement, and evaluate integrated, innovative, and interdisci-
plinary teacher education programs;
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s coordinate and monitor the content of programs leading to teacher
certification;

» establish collaborative relationships with area schools to develop effec-
tive learning settings for children and youth, prospective teachers, and
classroom teachers;

» coordinate the recruitment of qualified students for teacher education
programs, giving special attention to recruitment and retention of mi-
nority students;

= control entrance to and movement through teacher education pro-
grams by recommending entry requirements and specifying admission,
advising, and advancement procedures; and

s conduct research on teacher education, teaching, learning, and other
factors related to schools and schooling.

This broad agenda was viewed as a fundamental change
in the way teacher education was conducted because it charged an identifiable in-
terdisciplinary group with monitoring and improving the diverse elements of UWM
teacher education programs. The members of the Center for Teacher Education be-
gan meeting in January 1987. An acting director was selected from within the mem-
bership and given a term of one and a half years; a subcommittee structure was de-
veloped to facilitate the Center's work; and a weekly meeting time was scheduled to
work on the evolving agenda.

Not surprisingly, the earliest meetings focused on proce-
dure but quickly moved to substantive issues. In the first few months, participants
focused on issues that, in their opinion, filled immediate gaps and needs in the
preservice program. Some of these were operational issues that many considered
essential to improve professional relationships both within the School of Education
and the education community on which UWM relied for clinical sites. Thus, from
January to May the group established regular stipends for cooperating teachers; be-
gan the effort to centralize field placements (which involved creating a position and
lobbying for that position); and identified an evaluator, since by enabling legislation
the Center had a three-year sunset provision. Looking to the future, the group also began
to draft, in a joint committee with representatives from the Milwaukee Public Schools, a
proposal for developing professional development schools in Milwaukee. Participants
developed a new course to replace the introductory field experience/colloquium and
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planned its gradual implementation. Then the group established more formal rela-
tionships with colleagues in the liberal arts and in preservice programs in art and
music education. The Center became involved in national activities related to
teacher education, for example, The Holmes Group. And, perhaps most signifi-
cantly, it made a commitment that new programs and partnerships would focus on
preparing urban educators. While UWM has always been an urban institution with
an urban mission, that mission has not always been made explicit in the School of
Education or in the university as a whole. Previously, in the School of Education,
for example, many programs with a strong urban focus were limited to small groups
or implemented on an experimental basis. Now an urban focus was adopted for the
whole teacher education program,

PROGRESS

The three-part mission to restructure teacher education
programs, establish effective partnerships with urban schools, and conduct and dis-
seminate research on the processes of change in which UWM participates contin-
ues to drive the continually evolving work of the Center. In each of these areas, sig-
nificant progress has been made. Perhaps as important, though, over time the Cen-
ter has become afocal point for change. Ideas and outcomes emanate from the Cen-
ter outward, and ideas developed outside are also brought to the Center for further
consideration and possible adoption. The Center coordinates and synthesizes work
across the School of Education, the university, and in the community. Teacher edu-
cation has begun to gain the respect of others, and a spirit of reform in areas be-
yond teacher education appears also to be encouraged by the Center’s presence
and example.

A central part of the reform effort involves program de-
velopment to enhance the quality of prospective teachers graduating from UWM.
Principles guiding program reform efforts, descriptions of program components,
and a timeline for implementation of programmatic changes were all articulated
during the first two years of Center operation. The integrated, thematic program
that developed is designed to prepare effective, beginning urban teachers. Many of
the changes focus on students enrolled in the undergraduate elementary certifica-
tion program, since, as the largest program, that was the initial focus of the Center.
However, further work is proceeding that will extend the themes and components
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just described to the early childhood, secondary, and special education areas; a
committee is exploring and recommending changes in postbaccalaureate work con-
sistent with the principles and themes articulated; approval has gone forward for an
internship program for minority paraprofessionals and teacher aides working in the
Milwaukee Public Schools, and exploratory work continues on extending urban
teaching preparation to candidates from other University of Wisconsin System cam-
puses. The work of the Center for Teacher Education in the program area is thus
not limited to undergraduate teacher preparation but, rather, provides an umbrella
structure for innovation in all aspects of teacher education. In 1988, a permanent
director was selected from within the Center membership; in 1989, the Center was desig-
nated as a University of Wisconsin System Center of Excellence, one of seven such cen-
ters on the UWM campus and the only one in the state devoted to teacher education.

PROGRAM

The philosophy of UWM teacher education programs is
to prepare prospective teachers who can deal effectively and reflectively with cur-
rent realities and conditions of work and who can also play a major role in shaping
the future of a more empowered profession. Prospective UWM ! ~.:hers participate
in sequential academic and field-based experiences based on pri...:ples of research
and sound professional practice. Teacher education students move through three
differentiated levels of preparation or blocks and participate in cohort groups that
serve to integrate and synthesize program components. Faculty work together and
with colleagues from the public schools to deliver the program. Among the accom-
plishments of the Center to date are:

s an admissions and selections procedure that parallels blocks of
coursework and provides for continual monitoring of student progress;

s an initial academic and clinical experience that introduces students to
the professional program and emphasizes multicultural education and
classroom and school observation;

s acoordinated sequence of work that focuses on psychological and cul-
tural foundations, general and content-specific instructional methods,
three models of instruction, and a culminating clinical experience and
seminar;



s a thematic approach with four strands of emphasis—urban teaching,
developing leamers, instruction, and professionalism—that binds the
program together and permits students in cohort groups to examine
and reexamine concepts integral to the development of an effective en-
try-level urban educator;

s cohort activities that include reflective journals, case studies, and read-
ing logs, as well as activities that emphasize ongoing self-evaluation, re-
flective decision-making, integration of academic and clinical experi-
ences, and collaborative interaction as essential to effective teaching;

s integration of liberal studies into pedagogical studies to reinforce the
notion that an educated person is at the core of an effective teacher;

s« a beginning teacher network, a support group for graduates, plans to
extend induction activities through the development of a cooperative
mentoring program with Milwaukee Public Schools and the Wisconsin
Department of Public Instruction; and

s an extensive set of activities designed to increase recruitment and re-
tention of minority teachers. For instance, the Center has administered
a grant that distributes scholarships, hired a staff member to enhance
student support, and established a connection with the Milwaukee Area
Technical College that brings minority student graduates of their two-
year Cooperative Urban Teacher Education Program to UWM for their
preservice preparation.

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT SCHOOLS

The Center's mission includes the improvement of pro-
fessional practice and, in that context, the designation of professional development
schools was an essential step in making the Center's goals operational. In January
1988, two elementary schools, one middle school, and one high school in the Mil-
waukee Public Schools (MPS) system were designated as MPS/UWM professional
development schools (PDS). They are all urban schools with their attendant prob-
lems and opportunities. A member of the Center for Teacher Education faculty
serves as a liaison for each school. Center faculty worked collaboratively with
representatives of the Milwaukee Public Schools to outline the nature and intent of
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the professional development school concept and to specify criteria to consider in
site selection. A selection comniittee consisting of representatives from the school
district and the Center for Teacher Education faculty promoted the concept of pro-
fessional development schools ~nd selected initial sites. Principals submitted appli-
cations to the district. If schools met initial criteria, the selection team visited the
school and met with the faculty. To be considered, schools had to possess the fol-
lowing characteristics:

a a diverse student population;
s two or three classes per grade level,
s typical curriculum in a nonspecialty school;

= arange of instructional services including art, music, and physical edu-
cation;

s exceptional education classes in high incidence categories; and
m access to public transportation.

In addition the staff as a group had to be willing to be-
cone involved extensively in preservice education and curricular innovation, main-
tain an open door policy with all classrooms available for observation, and agree to
participate over a three- to five-year period. During school visits, faculty members
at potential sites were given opportunities to discuss the concept; no school was
placed on the final list of potential sites until the school staff had agreed to apply for
consideration. Final decisions were jointly reached and announced by the coordi-
nating comniittee; the degree of support expressed by the teaching staff was a
strong factor in the final decision.

The schools eventually designated as MPS/UWM profes-
sional development schools posed particular challenges for the concept of partner-
ship in teacher education and staff development. The two elementary schools, lo-
cated in Milwaukee's central city, have an almost entirely black student population
fi..n. low socioecononiic backgrounds in one school, and a mixed black and His-
J:unic poor student body in the other. At both schools, only small numbers of
preservice teachers had previously spent tine in the student teaching phase of their
programs.

Similarly, the middle school is located in the inner city,
has an almost entirely black and low income population, and has a record of low
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performance on standardized measures of student achievement. Moreover, that
school suffers the highest turnover rate for teachers and one of the highest tran-
siency rates for students in the city. The high school has a neighborhood attendance
population that is largely black and Hispanic and a citywide magnet component of
students who attend because of its designation as a university preparation high
school. UWM students have for many years spent time at this high school, and a re-
lationship between the university and the school was firmly established prior to the
initiation of professional development schools. However, that contact had been
largely limited to the university preparation program.

To summarize, in this case professional development
schools have been conceptualized as a partnership designed to address simulta-
neously issues of teacher preparation, staff development, and school restructuring,
The four professional development schools are not “model” schools. With the ex-
ception of the high school, the schools with which UWM is working had not en-
gaged in schoolwide curricular change prior to this partnership. The Center's com-
mitment was to involve preservice students in the process of change and to ensure
school development as an integral part of their preparation. The intent is that
preservice students will see and value professional development and have the op-
portunity to participate in the process of changing schools as basic parts of their
conception of teaching. Over time, the Center for Teacher Education would like the
professional development schools to become the centers of inquiry recently de-
scribed in Tomorrow's Schools (The Holmes Group, 1990) and models for address-
ing the problems of urban schools. Pasch and Pugach (1990) describe events that
led to the initial positive outcomes, the interactions experienced to date, and issues
that have been raised as a result of the early experiences with professional develop-
ment schools. A discussion of the issues in collaboration that have developed as a
result of these partnerships is presented i subsequent sections of this chapter.

PARTICIPATING IN A COMPREHENSIVE
CHANGE PROCESS
Unlike many program-specific reform efforts, the effort
assumed by the Center for Teacher Education is an all-encompassing one that af-

fects every teacher education student and faculty member in the School of Educa-
tion. The Center is a stimulus for ongoing change, and its approach is one that
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builds tensions designed to encourage creativity and avoid complacency. While
sharing details about the operation of the Center and its accomplishments is impor-
tant as context, it is perhaps most important to share the Center’s ethos and how it
has affected the lives of those who are Center members and the general atmosphere
in the School of Education since its inception. Thus, we move next to describing the
process that led to these results, and the effects on faculty lives and institutional
character that the establishment of the Center has influenced.

What we share in the remainder of this chapter is really a
story of what can happen when faculty members choose to allow the common goal
of ongoing improvement of teacher education in the hroadest sense to drive their
actions and thoughts. In the case of the Center, the goal crosses departmental lines
and allegiances and involves practice and the study of practice in teacher educa-
tion. While initial agreement to serve on the Center might have seemed like an a
priori commitment to a common goal regarding teacher education—a goal larger
than the needs of individual departments—we have learned that the recognition of
that commonality is clearly a developmental process and one not yet completed. Of
particular importance in that developmental process is the role of structure and col-
laborative interaction in facilitating the work of teacher education reform.

USING STRUCTURE TO FACILITATE
INSTITUTIONAL CHANGE

The concept of structure assumes different meanings
within the context of our work. We discuss two of these meanings here:

s the role of the organizational structure of the Center in encouraging re-
form, and

s the evolution of new structures for leadership and interaction within
the Center and its professional development schools.

137

114

L
e S H AN



WALKING THIZ TIGHTROPE: AN ORGANIZATIONAL
STRUCTURE THAT WORKS

Several years ago, following a presents.-on about the
Center at a conference of representatives of a network of midwes! research univer-
sities, Henrietta Barnes of Michigan State University commented that at UWM we
were “walking a tightrope” in attempting to create reform from within a structure
that had neither departmental authority, nor discipline-driven membership. The
tightrope is an apt metaphor for the Center and one used frequently since that time.
Despite some falls and near misses, there has also developed increasing skill at ne-
gotiating the tightrope between the Center and the School of Education depart-
ments and other university units, and between the Center and the public schools
and community. Indeed, when given the opportunity to recommend to the faculty
continuation or revision of the structure of the Center this past spring, the decision
was made to maintain the present structure because it serves our programs well.

It is not the case that, on the basis of our experience, we
recommend that other institutions reorganize or elect to organize teacher education
reform by creating a new interdisciplinary unit. Rather, we extract here some prin-
ciples that address what we have come to see as significant aspects of organiza-
tional structure that can facilitate or impede _ rogress in reform. In our case, the
structure may deny us the benefits of an estal lished unit with budgetary and gover-
nance rights, but it keeps us collegial and interactive.

STRUCTURAL CONSTRAINTS OR OPPORTUNITIES?

When asked (0 describe the organizational structure of
the Center, we frequently begin with a description of what it is in terms of what it is
not. For instance, it 1s typical to hear the Center described as a unit that is not a de-
¢ - “nent and not a research center, although it does much of the work of each, in-
chwting scheduling and teaching of classes and encouraging and disseiminating the
results of research, often collaborative, of its members. The structure is new to our
institution and still, after nearly four years, new to us. A view of the organizational
structure of the Center for Teacher Education is provided in Figure 1. It is perhaps
noteworthy to mention that this figure changes constantly as we continue to debate
our vision of the Center and how it fits within existing institutional arrangements.
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Figure 1. Organizational Structure of the Center for Teacher Education at the University of
Wisconsin-Milwaukee.

Briefly, the Center for Teacher Education does aot hold
governance authority as it is defined in the policies and procedures of the Univer-
sity of Wisconsin-Milwaukee. We do not hire faculty, nor do we grant tenure; all
members hold positions in one of five School of Education departments. Curricular
authority derives from the School of Education faculty vote to give oversight of
teacher education to the Center, but courses exist within departments, and changes
in content and structure always require collaborative action between the Center
and departmental faculty. Our budget derives from an initial allocation from the
Dean and a sharing of resources from the departments. Although we now have a
modest instructional budget of our own and supplenient our income with grant
funds, we do not control faculty salary levels. Instead, the accomplishients of Center
members are recognized by recommending to the departments that a portion of the
nerit noney  t cesides there be allocated to the Center; that determination is
made by the dv  atments on an annual basis.
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Center faculty, in short, cannot make anybody do any-
thing. We have none of the time-honored means of influencing and shaping univer-
sity policy. All authority comes from persuasion and creating and sustaining a sense
of shared purpose. We depend wholly on the goodwill of our colleagues. As difficult
as that can be at times, that is how we have come to believe it ought to be. Institu-
tionalizing change cannot come from fiat, nor from a top-down management style.
It must be built through consensus and shared vision and, if it is to last, change must
be welcomed, or at least accepted by those who are most directly affected by it.

How Structure Influences Curricular Change
Through Faculty Involvement

To effect curricular change, the Center director and fac-
ulty must work with faculty within disciplines and departments. Frequently, an idea
will be conceptualized within the Center and then developed in interaction with
others; equally as oftcn, the idea 1ay evolve elsewhere and be brought to the Cen-
ter for its consideration. Indeed this reciprocal interaction is the mode we have
adopted to institute most of our changes. It exemplifies the notion that the distinc-
tion between “The Center” and “The Departments” is a false one or, as we put it,
“We are us.” It was not always that way. We share here an incident from our cur-
ricular reform efforts that demonstrates how the Center structure has taught us that
repeated interaction, feedback, patience, and collaboration are the most effective
and appropriate ways to effect change in how teacher educators do business.

From the time of ti:2 formation of the original task force,
the faculty knew that a major programmatic change that had to take place was
reconceptualizing content-specific methods courses. Coursework was delivered in
individual units, unconnected to each other, largely unconnected to practice—ex-
cept as individuals chose to arrange an accompanying clinical placement—and
unconnected to other aspects of the program. Faculty teaching the courses were
the first to recognize and point this out, and among the first to support the idea of
an interdisciplinary Center that would permit change to take place systematically
and collaboratively. Yet, at the same time, there was reluctance on the part of many
of these faculty to consider new possibilities. Some of this was due to pressure ex-
erted earlier, and not subtly, regarding the “authority” of the Center vis-a-vis
program changes, some to the tensions between academic freedom and programmatic
integrity, and some to the common concem regarding ownership of “my course.”
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When the time came to work on this aspect of the pro-
gram, a group of Center faculty volunteered to prepare a first draft. They worked to
design a reasonable proposal to bring to the larger departmental group. They
worked with those directly involved in teaching the courses. They asked for input
and took back ideas. They talked. And talked. When they were finished, the pro-
posal was brought to the Center faculty where it was worked on some more. Fi-
nally, it was distributed to the faculty who needed to act on it. They balked. And
balked. The newly appointed permanent director spent an uncomfortable hour at a
department meeting hearing about issues that seemed tangential, such as “What
about the credits?” “What about teaching load?” and that, fundamentally, reflected
distrust and fear. Was the Center taking over faculty or departmental prerogatives?
Was the Center going to force a change on faculty?

Althoagh the faculty were assured that this was a work-
ing paper, that it was designed to get things going, that what the Center really
wanted was faculty involvervent and, ultimately, the adoption of what the faculty
wanted to do, many did not believe it. The following week, when the meeting began
again, the same process was repeated. Finally, the director stood up and ighoring
the arguing, lifted up the carefully written neatly printed document and tore it up.
The group began to really consider the issue. A group from within the department
was formed and went to work. Later, that group reached out and included practitioners
and reworked what they had done. A new approach to integrating subject matter
niethods was ultimately developed.

In many ways, this was a turning point in the Center's
functioning, because it communicated the notion that despite curricular authority
being “given” to the Center, its mode of operation was going to be collegial and con-
sensual. Since it is not a department, the organizational structure of the Center
mandates adoption of new ideas and approaches by obtaining the approval of others. In-
stead of viewing this structure as an impediment, we have tried to view it as an opportu-
nity to invite participation in an ongoing and progressively inclusive manner.

How Structure Facilitates the Identification of Common Goals:
The Case of Special Education

A continuing challenge in reforming teacher education is
how best to integrate the concerns of those faculty who have traditionally been
aligned with special education with those in other programs. As a structure for in-
terdisciplinary collaboration, the Center struggled with this concern as a central
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part of its reform strategy. Some of the very earliest conflicts within the Center fo-
cused on the expressed belief that special education was not enough of a focal
point in early deliberations, despite its representation on the Center faculty. Alter-
natively, what also became clear was that at least some faculty in special education
believed that it was teacher education programs within curriculum and instruction
that needed “fixing,” and not programs within their department.

Prior to the Center's establishment, the relationship be-
tween special education and other departments was similar to the situation at most
institutions of higher education. It was characterized primarily by separate pro-
grams and a sense of isolation on the part of the special education faculty. Early on,
discussions about special education primarily addressed concerns about the effects
of a possible five-year program on special education, about whether this was fea-
sible, and about whether the Center would “force” a decision in other programs that
would have dire implications for special education. As program development and
reform progressed, however, what began to occur was a serious consideration of
how changes in the elementary program, if achieved, would strengthen the core
programs in special education by the identification of common goals related to the
content of teacher education. No professional core course was developed without
the involvement of special education facnity, and these faculty played a major role
(through their work in the Center) 11 working groups that conceptualized the con-
tent and process of these courses. When this began to happen, tension subsided,
and a sense of shared commitment began to be expressed. These efforts laid the
groundwork for all the subsequent interaction, interaction that is today founded on
the central belief that our desire for the preparation of good teachers in all aspects
of the educational enterprise binds, rather than divides, us.

Further, because there was so much work to do and a
limited number of faculty to do it, the Center was interested in identifying those
who wanted to get involved and had the skills and desire to do so. Therefore, when
it became apparent that the basic course in instruction for the elementary program
would be best piloted—and subsequently taught—by a member of the special edu-
cation faculty, another barrier to recognizing common goals was overcome, and the
whole concept of instructional ownership by department began to be replaced with
a concern for the teacher education program as a schoolwide phenomenon. Some
faculty in special education began to supervise student teachers in the elementary
program; a special education faculty member serves as professional development
school liaison at one elementary school. This work spans education and is no
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longer artificially limited only to the isolated preparation of special education
teachers. As a result, the contributions of special educators to reform efforts in
teacher education have become central to the Center's success.

Once program development was well along within the el-
ementary program, a working group was appointed specifically to reconceptualize
special education programs in light of shared goals. Conceptually, the work of this
group, which includes members from special education and curriculum and instruc-
tion, is to define what is common to and what differentiates the preparation of spe-
cial education teachers from their counterparts in teacher education as a whole.
Working from the professional core developed for elementary education and the
conceptual framework for all teacher education programs in the Center, the work-
ing group is struggling with the issue of how the roles of special education teachers
will be redefined, and how best to prepare special education teachers for those
newly defined roles.

To be sure, there was a propensity on the part of some
faculty to be accepting of one another across special education and curriculum and
instruction. However, the Center provided the catalyst and the reason to come to-
gether on a regular basis, to engage ir. he discussions we wanted but never seemed
to find the time to have.

One overt sign of the effect of this collaborative work on
the integration of special education into reform efforts involves hiring decisions in
the past year. Special education faculty designated one faculty line in the area of
nmild handicaps, but conceptualized the role of this faculty member as someone
who would work cooperatively between special education and the Center for
Teacher Education. Thus, an a priori commitment was made to conceptualize spe-
cial education broadly and to identify talented special education faculty who
wanted to make a contribution to education as a whole; the position was then ad-
vertised in this way. The value of collaboration across disciplines through work
with the Center was not limited to this successful search, however. New faculty
members in hearing impairment and in severe handicapping conditions also have a
broad interest in the quality of teacher preparation and are participating, in various
degrees of involvement, in the Center’s function and process as a focal point for
common concerns regarding how teachers are best prepared.

The result of this once-forced interaction is that it is
likely that we will continue to hold the common goal of preparation of good teach-
ers as we work to redefine how special education and classroom teaching are re-
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lated in the schools. The most important barrier to reaching such a redefinition in
terms of teacher preparation hias been breached. The dialogue is ongoing, without
rancor, and with much goodwill in working toward a common goal. We all find our-
selves facing the same problems, whether we prepare special education teachers or
elementary and secondary teachers: What constitutes a defensible set of clinical ex-
periences? How do we develop a linked set of instructional experiences? How do
we prepare teachers to make independent, sound professional judgments? By deal-
ing with these issues in a collaborative manner, we renew our commitnent to the
task and gain energy from our joint work toward reform.

CULTURE BUILDING: DEVELOPING NEW PATTERNS
OF INTERACTION

The examples above point out how the structure, created
to encourage the program and partnership efforts of the Center, was a catalyst for
programmatic change. The examples also demonstrate that none of the changes is
nmore important than changes in the working relationships we have developed
within the Center, and between the Center and other units, as a part of building a
new culture to encourage reform.

Early on, in organizing as the Center for Teacher Educa-
tion, we adopted familiar academic patterns. We organized into committees and
subcommittees; we scheduled all meetings at regular times; we distinguished Cen-
ter faculty members who were assigned to the Center by their departments from
Center affiliates who were faculty with involvement in teacher education who did
not hold formal membership on the Center; and we established written procedures
to guide our work. However, almost immediately, it became apparent that these
patterns did not fit the task of reform, nor did the new structure we had created
help facilitate change.

Establishing Group Cohesiveness

What became painfully clear very early on is that we had
tasks to do that had no immediate relationship to program and curriculum but had
everything to do with the eventual success and implementation of our work. The
unspoken question was whether we could actually develop into a cohesive group of
faculty members capable of refocusing our lenses, bringing programmatic commit-
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ments to teacher education into the foreground, and placing departmental alle-
giances in the background. More to the point, could we really create a community
that transcended departmental politics, without at the same time slipping into the
defensive posture of a department ourselves? And could we convince our col-
leagues who were not Center members but who, without question, were central to
the delivery of a consistent teacher education program. to do the same?

riven the tentative nature of our mandate and the three-
year time period we had been allotted, it seemed certain that this was our real work,
and what followed can perhaps best be characterized as a series of tests to see how
common our goal was in reality. Of the many problems we encountered in this re-
gard, three stand out.

s how to tolerate each other as we developed a sense of interpersonal
honesty, and how to expand our tolerance for each other:

s how to limit our tendencies to complain to our friends and departmen-
tal colleagues regarding Center dynamics; and

s how to be patient as the Center dealt with issues that might not appear
to affect all departments involved in teacher education equally in the
short run.

These were the battles of trust we naively embarked on
in the early days of the Center's existence and that have formed the basis for our
current functioning.

Lessons from Persistence and Commitment

Some of us had sat for years on other university commit-
tees with Center faculty and others were newcomers; some prejudices had been
formed by experience, others by rumor. We were sitting with public school people
who knew nothing of us. At first we tested each other for style—leadership style,
group interaction style, and the like. Could we leamn to tolerate each other's styles,
and would styles change over time? We spent a good deal of time together, biweekly
in full meetings, and most of us also saw each other weekly in subcommittee meetings.
Our physical environment did not promote interdepartmental interaction; sepa-
rated by floors and with no common meeting areas, we found spending so much
time together with faculty from other departiments a new experience.

For the Center to succeed, the group had to be able to
work effectively, and that meant not expending energy complaining about each
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other as individuals. From the start, a decision was made to reach consensus rather
than to push issues to a vote; in retrospect that was a critical tone-setting decision,
although it did not spare us growing pains. It is still the case that votes are taken
only on rare occasions when university or state regulations require it. Building consensus
on group actions encouraged not only discussion but also collaborative interaction.

Those interactions were intense. Since we sought new
ways to interact, we decided that a deliberate and honest airing of worries, prob-
lems, and perceptions of the Center was the strategy to adopt. In time, a subtle shift
seemed to take place. It may be that we realized that there was a great deal of work
to do, or perhaps, that we recognized a real opportunity to create a coherent
teacher education program. Center meetings were emotionally exhausting; we
never knew who would take the opportunity to lay bare their feelings that week.
The analogy to therapy began to be heard, and the analogy hit hardest, perhaps, at
our first retreat. Prompted by our dean’s concern for quicker progress, we argued
about our work, our goals, and our future. As a result, we grew more connected and
more interdependent. That early retreat seemed to be a turning point.

At the same time, it became apparent that something dif-
ferent was taking place within the School of Education as a whole. For the first time
in anyone’s recent memory, more people seemed to know what was going on in all
corners of the school than ever before. Both within and outside the Center, people
were making connections across departments in ways that had never happened
previously. Interaction with departments and departmental concerns was virtually
assured since all departments and programs are represented on the Center, and
since this coordination was built in by design, it seemed to be starting to work.
Things positive and negative were not remaining within departments to be mulled
over or complained about. It seemed that nothing went on that was not known by
everyone before long and that nothing went on regarding the Center that was not
quickly known by one of its members.

One outcome of this new environment was that rumors
began to move more swiftly, and came quickly to the Center’s attention. The Center
faculty dealt with what it was hearing both collectively and individually. Everything
was fair game; topics ranged from departments that were rumored to be exasper-
ated with the Center to correcting misrepresentations of the Center's position on
various issues in other parts of the School. Rumor control was hard work. Working
in a more communicative, open environment was exciting and a goal worth work-
ing toward. And this sense of communication extended beyond the School itself,
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manifesting itself in the processes used to identify professional development
schools and to redesign our relationships with all our clinical sites through our
newly organized Office of Field Experiences.

The open style of communication and new socialization
patterns occurring within the Center were not easily transferred, however. It took
time to learn how best to include colleagues who were not formally members in an
active way. Our early work was done largely in isolation; we seemed to need to
build our own group style first. During the second year of operation, however, we
began to look outward. At first we opened our subcommittees to encourage Center
affiliates to participate on projects. We assiduously interviewed our colleagues re-
garding the development of new methods courses; our second retreat was designed
for members and affiliates alike. People began to speak of coordination of program
sequence, of writing curriculum across programs for general courses te provide
multiple exemplars, of pulling together. We have used this strategy of building trust
and moving outward in establishing our relationships with our colleagues in the
professional development schools as well.

Our meetings are still intense, but we are aware that
something new is taking place, something serious, relating to how we work to-
gether. While attributions about our progress to date are difficult to make, we do
think at the least that it has to do with persistence and openness, and with taking
the time to grow. At best, it has to do with the realization that it may be possible to
share a common goal after all.

EVOLVING PATTERNS

When the Center for Teacher Education was created it
was viewed as an interdepartmental faculty unit, charged with looking after the
welfare of the teacher education program. Today, the Center’s shape and makeup
have changed. In the beginning it was yet another unit with membership rules for
exclusion and inclusion, regular meeting times, and a structure that consisted of
committees and subcommittees. We now view the Center as not only an experiment
in teacher education reform, but also as an experinent in organizational structure
and leadership. There are no longer permanent subcommnittees; rather, there are
working groups that deal with particular purposes, open to all who wish to partici-
pate; these groups are disbanded when the task is complete. Membership, too, is
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more fluid. There are no longer distinctions between Center faculty members and
Center affiliates. While we still have Center faculty, mostly for purposes of ensuring
program representation, we have expanded the membership and encouraged the at-
tendance of all. Today, Center meetings are regularly attended by many whose
names are not on the official list and, on a sporadic basis, by others interested in the
issue to be discussed. Assistant professors, who were “protected” from inclusion in
the Center in its early days, are now active participants as Center faculty members
and members of working groups. In the beginning, we used our modest budget to
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Figure 2. Evolving Patterns of Interaction and Leadership in the Center for Teacher
Education.
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release only Center faculty members from a course to permit them to work with the
Center. Today, releases are tied to specific tasks, and many of them are given to
faculty who are involved in the work of the Center but who are not officially desig-
nated as Center faculty. Trends characterizing the movement toward greater de-
mocratization of participation and decision making are illustrated in Figure 2.

Walking the tightrope is often a painstaking and frustrat-
ing process. From the beginning we grappled with problems of how to negotiate the
delicate balance between the Center and the departments. That this is an ongoing
consideration was recently made clear to us again when the School of Education
held a retreat to discuss its mission and future initiatives. Despite the many positive
changes that have occurred in how the Center is viewed in the School, faculty still
voiced concerns about the Center’s future development, about its role in relation to
the departments and their authority, and about its share of resources. The conversa-
tion affirmed that the Center represents a new mode of interaction, and one that is
still uncomfortable for some and of concern to other faculty members. We must
continue to listen, to examine our structure, and to recommend changes that will
keep us flexible, alert, and able to address the ongoing tasks.

COLLABORATION AS REFORM
STRATEGY

Innovation of the sort created through the Center for
Teacher Education calls for a supportive environment, one in which both new ideas
and persistent hard work can flourish. From its inception, the Center worked to
build that supportive environment through its reliance on collaboration as a reform
strategy. Many aspects of the above discussion on how structure has influenced our
development and actions point out the simple and enormously important notion
that our structure mandated that we work together across disciplines within the
Center: across departments within the School; across units of the university; and
between the universily and the public schools. While we are convinced that the
positive outcomes in program reform and professional development school imple-
mentation that we have brought about thus far are directly due to that collaboration
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and, in particular, to our collaborative structural model, we cannot ¢laim that this
mode of interaction has been without its frustrations or easy to achieve. Indeed, as
the word “collaboration” invades all aspects of the reform literature, it becomes
more and more clear that those who are involved in these efforts need to articulate
what is meant by this concept and then specify how it is developed. That is the in-
tent of the next section of this chapter. Since we have already described the process
we engaged in over time to build our working relationships, we emphasize here the
opportunities our way of working offers us and provide some suggestions that we
have developed based on our collective experience about how to nurture and main-
tain collaboration.

INTERDISCIPLINARY INTERACTION AND
DECISION MAKING

One of the most exciting aspects of working across de-
partments within the Center is that fresh perspectives are brought to a similar
agenda. In part, at least, those perspectives emerge from our disciplines and their
methodologies, as well as from our personal characteristics and philosophies. We
have been forced to develop a tolerance that faculty groups often fail to develop,
and our discussions are flavored by the language and thought processes of philoso-
phy, psychology, and curriculum theory. In developing a community, we also try to
keep in mind our affiliation to our departments. Long after we developed a sense of
group as a Center, we continue to wonder how a new idea will be received on our
departmental honme turf. In other words, we bring different ideas to the Center, de-
velop a consensual approach, and then examine our own perceptions and ap-
proaches in light of the expectations and concerns of our departmental colleagues.
That has been a useful tension. By design, the Center builds those tensions to en-
able it to serve as a stimulus for ongoing change. <

We have also benefitted from another advantage of
working across disciplines and departments. Within any Department of Educational
Psychology or Department of Curriculum and Instruction, for example, there are
vast differences in approach and perspective, as well as numerous similarities that
emerge from training and content. Thus, within a departmental context, though one
is among colleagues, one is not always among peers. Within the Center structure,
faculty have been able to develop a sense of loyalty to a different peer group, one




that emerges from a commitment to common goals. While teacher education is
broadly the context for that affiliation, it is more the identification of a peer group
based on our consensus building that has provided many with the sense of belong-
ing that encourages not only collective accomplishments but individual growth,
growth that we take into independent projects, as well as bring to our collaborative
writing and pregrammatic work. We have come to support each other in ways that
go far beyond our reform work.

BUILDING A COLLABORATIVE SPIRIT
INSIDE AND OUTSIDE THE UNIVERSITY

The creation of the Center was a turning point since it
provided a forum in which collaborative efforts not only could, but had to, take
place for our mission to be addressed. But, at the beginning, it was only a facilita-
tive shell, and there were those who believed that if we were to educate future
teachers to be collegial, interactive, and cooperative, we, too, had to learn how to
do that so that we might model those practices for our students.

Our collaborative efforts in the Center for Teacher Edu-
cation have taken place in two settings, one internal to the university and the other
reaching out from it. In the first, we have collaborated with our faculty colleagues
within the School of Education and across the campus in designing and teaching
new approaches to educating future teachers, in facilitating the adoption of the new
approach, and in producing scholarly work. In the second, we have extended our
effort to identifying and interacting with new colleagues in the public schools and in
the community at large. In both settings, our interactions and effor.s are public.

Collaboratively, we have chosen the direction of prepar-
ing prospective teachers to work in the urban schools and to look at the teaching
career from a holistic perspective that begins when one says, “Maybe I'd like to be a
teacher,” and ends when one retires. That holistic viewpoint means we must ad-
dress both preservice education and staff development simultaneously. And be-
cause of our urban commitment, most of the clinical settings for our work, includ-
ing our professional development schools, are located in a large, urban, bureaucratic
school district that is itself undergoing reform. All this work-——creating new pro-
grams, helping develop partnership strategies, and managing connections between
the university and the schools—is being conducted in collaboration with others.
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Although collaboration was the obvious strategy for our
task, we have come to employ it—real collaboration—as slowly as any group of
academics who work in a research university that rewards individual accomplish-
ment. And while teacher education has always been described as a collaborative
endeavor, it has not always been conducted that way. We had to develop our col-
laborative strategy and persist even when it seemed as if the group process was too
slow, too painful, and too hard.

ACKNOWLEDGING THE NEED FOR SUPPORT

The frustrations of collaborative work are often great—it
is often easier to forge ahead or to take falls on one's own. Wheh one acts indepen-
dently, there is no one else to wait for, no one else to pull you in new directions that
you had not anticipated, no one else to explain your ideas to, no one else with
whom to work. And yet, that, of course, is it. There is no one else to wait for, no one
else with whom to work. The joys outweigh the frustrations, but we have had to
learn to recognize and to share both sets of feelings.

As academics, most of us thrive on the stimulation inher-
ent in discussing, debating, and exploring with others an issue of rmitual concem—
worrying about it, taking it apart, adding the new twists that come only from an-
other mind—and finding both confirmation and expansion in the results. As people
who care about seeing ideas come alive, we continue to appreciate a process that
permits us to feel we can make a difference if we work together to effect change. As
individuals, we feel the satisfaction of completing a task and of sharing a sense of
completion with our peers.

GIVING THE PROCESS TIME

Collaboration, however, takes more time than many
seem to want to give it. Consensus building and partnership are processes that take
energy and time “up front,” and many of us are not used to operating that way. Qur
usual approach says: “Just get it done.” “Just do it because I said so.” The fact that
this approach only seems to work for a short while seems to be ignored—in
childrearing, in teaching, in preparing teachers, and in managing schools. Change,
too, is often threatening, and when people are either pulled into it screaming or run
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into it without looking, it fails to work. We must continually remind ourselves and
each other that what we are doing is worth the effort. We have recently learned to
build support sessions directly into our efforts.

Over the past years we have become convinced that to
reach our goals we must be invested in listening to people's concerns, addressing
them if possible, staying flexible, and, above all, building a working consensus. Be-
¢a e people do what they want to do, unless consensus is reached change does not
take place. What our work seems to be saying is that collaboration is the appropri-
ate, the logical, the sensible strategy for making change work. It is not just prag-
matic. It is also intellectually defensible. It feels right. But collaboration must be
nurtured in a deliberate way.

SOME FINAL OBSERVATIONS

Where does the UWM Center for Teacher Education go
from here? Change is a messy business and, so, we will probably continue to go in
several directions at once as we have been doing. The current agenda includes
specifying the details of how the needs of particular programs will be addressed
within the context of our programmatic reform model. We must also determine
how to implement the concept of cohort groups in an urban, commuter campus
with many transfer students, postbaccalaureate students, and working students. We
have nearly completed changes in methods courses and have already begun ad-
dressing changes in how clinical experiences are conceptualized. This means more
work with academic departments and schools, smoothing the way, creating consen-
sus, addressing concerns, and balancing the values of academic freedom and pro-
gram integrity.

Continuing to develop coherent models of working with
urban professional development schools, and exploring new ways of actualizing the
conunitment to partnership, are other priorities. A nuniber of challenges to our efforts
are already apparent. Can we make our desire to have a clinical laboratory for the
issues of preparation of preservice teachers compatible with the need in the build-
ings for developing staff and restructuring professional roles? Theoretically, these
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needs are interdependent, we must address issues of practice concurrently with
preparation if schools ar: 10 becom:= better places to work and places that work
better. We continue to struggie with tu challenges of preparing teacher education
students for complex urban schools.

Perhaps one of the greatest challenges, following the ini-
tial years of work and the experiencing of some success, is how to maintain our en-
thusiasm, productivity, and spirit of inquiry. By way of conclusion, we will share a
few insights about institutionalizing change through a collaborative structure that
may have some generalizability from our experience to those of others.

BUILD A STRUCTURE TO SUPPORT CHANGE

We have proceeded structurally because our intent is to
reform programs meaningfully and in ways that outlast those of us who are putting
our energies into this end of the task. When the latest reform wave passes over, we
still want to be in the business of creating prospective teachers who will enter the
profession prepared to begin their work and able to grow professionally over a pe-
riod of many years. Structural change does not mean adopting the specific organiza-
tional structure the Center represents. It means moving more slowly than some
would like toward a goal and taking time to stop along the way and invite others to
accompany us. We believe that collaboration will benefit our programs, our stu-
dents, and, ultimately, the children our teachers will teach.

IMPLEMENT AND NURTURE THE COLLABORATIVE
PROCESS

One of the lessons of our experience to date is that we
need to use modeling as a strategy for ourselves, as well as for our students. Part of
what we are learning to do as we institute change through the Center is to model,
for our colleagues, collaborative problem solving. Convincing through persuasion
rather than imposition can be difficult, but we are often surprised at its results. Being
upen to others’ suggestions, rather than moving doggedly ahead on our own road
with blinders on, has benefitted us in some concrete ways, as we discovered with
the redesign of our methods courses. We are not concerned with “bringing ai..\g"
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recalcitrant faculty; we are very concerned with learning more about the process of
“including in” our colleagues.

Another implication of using collaborative process as the
mode of work is that it requires a different kind of leadership, as well as different
patte:ns of work. Leaders need to find ways to support reform efforts, both fiscally,
emotionally, and through the application of administrative patterns that rely more
on sharing of information and roles and less on control and a hierarchical organiza-
tion. In the Center, we are still involved in the evolution of these new strategies. We
have learned, however, that empowering ourselves to make meaningful change re-
quires leaders who are comfortable in facilitating the work of others and in shr-ing
authority and decision making with others while still providing vision.

An additional outcome of our experimentation in col-
laborative interaction has been the positive effect it has had on our relationship
with the professional development school staffs. We have gained credibility by be-
ing able to indicate that we, too, are attempting to redefine roles and to develop dif-
ferent patterns of work.

Finally, and most importantly, we are enjoying our work.
The positive feelings that come from collaborative interaction and pr¢ Juctivity are
an important part of changing teacher education and the teaching profession in
ways that will be nmeaningful and lasting. Facing challenges together and exploring
how to address them is a new model for faculty in schools of education, and it is
that model we believe will ultimately make the real difference in the teachers we
produce and the type of profession we become.
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CASE TWO: THE ROLE
OF AN EXTERNAL
CONSULTANT IN FOSTERING
FACULTY DEVELOPMENT

7

JOYCE PUTNAM

Overview. One of the most critical aspects of
teacher education reform is the faculty's capacity to understand both the dynamics
of change and their own roles within an evolutionary process. Redesigning the
teacher education curriculum requires that new visions and possibilities be con-
structed by the faculty who will create and sustain the innovations that result. Such
redesign efforts, therefore, depend on faculty who have ownership of the new cur-
riculum. Developing new visions is critical to the change process and may require
exposure to different approaches to educating teachers. But faculty development
must go beyond conceptualizing the curriculum. Faculty often need support in rec-
ognizing institutional barriers that may prevent innovative programs from being
adopted. The case description that follows discusses the role of an external con-
sultant in addressing conceptual, institutional, and political issues involved in
reforming teacher education. @



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

As teacher educators attempt to change their programs
to respond to soclety'’s needs for teachers in an information era, they are realizing
the difficulty and complexity of the job. Because the task is complicated, several
factors must be addressed including both what. needs to be done and the process
used to accomplish these ends. This process needs to support change that will be
both in-depth and long term. As can be seen from the chapter titles in this mono-
graph, a number of foci direct the process used for bringing about successful
change in teacher education programs (e.g., change through staff development,
change through restructuring the governance of progriun). This chapter describes a
case of change in teacher education programs in which an external eonsultant
helped stinmlate faculty to develop new concepts of teacher education and facili-
tated change in institutional structures to support these new visions.

The chapter is organized into two sections: the first sec-
tion deseribes the role of the external consultant in the change process; and the sec-
ond discusses themes and principles that undergird the building of relationships to
soport the change effort. The conclusion includes the consultant’s insights about
key factors for change.

The change desceribed in this chapter took place at a con-
ventional mid-sized state college. Education programs at the college are housed in
the School of Education and Related Professional Studies (SERPS), which is com-
posed of eight departments, has about 90 full-time faculty equivalents, and admits
about 1,000 students per year. The Departments of Health and Physical Education;
Technology; Home Economices; Curriculum and Instruction: Elementary/Early
Childhood Education; Secondary Education Foundations; and Special Educational
Services/Instruction each offer several altermative undergraduate certification pro-
grams. The Departments of Reading/Specch Correction and Edueational Adminis-
tration offer graduate degrees. The SERPS is headed by a dean who works directly
with the chairs of the eight departments.

At the time the program redesign was initiated, the
school was headed by an interiny dean who had a tong history as a faculty leader.
Prior to her role as interim dean she had served as chair of the Curriculum and In-
struction: Elementary/Early Childhood Education Department. After the initiation
of this change project, when the new dean was hired, the interiny dean once again
beeame a member of the faculty and took on the responsibility of directing the rede-
sign component of the grant.
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To bring about program change, the interim dean devel-
oped a long-range plan. Her long-range planning culminated in:

a the hiring of four new faculty,
s the generation of grant funds for faculty and staff development,

s the creation of a link with the Americusn Association of Colleges for
Teacher Education,

s the successful search for a new dean, and
s the hiring of an external consultant.

All of these outcomes were important to the successful
initiation of the redesign effort. For example, two of the new faculty took active
leadership roles in the redesign effort. The grant funds provided resources for sup-
port of necessary redesigh functions including: faculty study time, travel to national
conferences, and travel to observe the operation of nontraditional teacher educa-
tional programs. Only minimal support for these activities was present. before the
grant. The interim dean saw a need for relationships to be created with profession-
als at other colleges and universities as a means for the professional development
of the faculty. She decided that AACTE could provide the best connections to the
multiple resources needed. She also believed that by working through AACTE, the
college could avoid political problems related to forming a partnership with any
single nearby university. She saw AACTE as a resource for facilitating change.

A representative from the national AACTE organization
worked with the interim dean to set up a framework for three faculty retreats. The
representative suggested that Knowledge Base for the Beginning Teacher (KBBT)
would provide a foundation for beginning the staff development. deliberations. The
representative also identified KBBT authors to act as speakers at the retreats. Fi-
nally, the AACTE representative identified a person who would act as the external
consultant for program redesign. The external consultant was initially hired to pro-
vide: (1) activities for three days of deliberations among faculty, which occurred af-
ter two days of KBBT authors/speakers; (2) assistance in planning the second and
third retreats; and (3) leadership for the faculty and administrators in the planning
of the second and third retreats. After agreeing to work on the retreats the extermnal
consultant was asked to consider a longer-term relationship, one that would involve
the external consultant in several trips to the college over a year's time for the
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purpose of leading the faculty in their redesign effort. However, no agreement was
reached because: (1) the interim dean needed more information about the
consultant’s ability to work with the faculty, (2) a new dean was to be hired within a
couple of months, and (3) the consultant. wanted more information about the capac-
ity of the faculty and administration and the nature of the redesign expectations.

The new dean was hired and began work during the sec-
ond sunumer retreat, 1is participation in the second retreat. provided the initial sup-
port for the redesign effort. Faculty questions about what the new dean would and
waotld not support were quickly answered. At the end of the second sununer retreat
the interim dean and new dean together recruited the external consultant. to work
with the SERPS for at least one year,

The external consultant actually worked for two years
(1988-90) at the SERPS. The first year involved the three originally scheduled week-
long retreats and frequent on-site work by the corsultant. In September 1989, the
external consultant. began to visit the campus from three to five days every three
weeks. The consultant worked 10- to 14-hour days with a wide varioty of faculty and
administrators. (See Figure 1.) She also spent several days, between each visit (o
the campus, preparing materials and reviewing work done by the faculty.

In general, six months were spent exploring and gotting
ready to design structures for the new teacher education programs. About nine
months were spent on writing programs, and another nine months woere spent on
the piloting process and making the revisions that were needed for full implementa-
tion of the progratm courses. At the beginning of the third year the new programs
were implemented in three departments. They were approved through the formal
governancee system, (See Figure 2.)

The external consultant’s role was to provide leadership
for faculty development and program redesign. She saw herself as a facilitator for
change. Over the two years she worked to: (1) ereate readiness for change (Figure
2, Points 1-5); (2) organize faculty to complete conceptual program redesign work
(Figure 2, Points 6-8); (3) facilitate the faculty's interest and ability to study the im-
pact of piloted courses (Figure 2, Point 9); and (4) facilitate faculty revisions of
courses and field experiences. Following is a desceription of how the external con-
sultant was involved in the change process,

El{llC N & m E m B ®

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



(¥ H A i T ¥ R ) [ A% K

3
Consultant
A. External Consultant
B. AACTE Knowledge Base Authors
C. Program Evaluation

D. Specialists

4’ 6t
Faculty & Administration &
Consultant Consultant

7
All Participants &
1 Consultant 2
Facuity Administration
A. Departments 5* A. Dean

B. Previous Dean

B. Multiple Programs
C. Dean's Assistant

C. Redesign Facilities
D. individuals

Faculty/Administration

Key.

*4. Faculty & Consultant
A. Individuals & Consultants
B. Faculty In Departmental Groups
C. Dean’s Assistant

*5. Facully & Administration *6. Administration & Consultant
A. Department Chairs A Dean
B. Union Representative B. Previous Dean
C. Faculty In Each Department C. Consultant

Figure 1. Groups lnvolved in Redesign BEftorts
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THE PROCESS OF CHANGE

The external consultant perceived her role over the two-
year period of time as one of fostering group movement through three change
phases: data gathering, moving the redesign process along, and piloting and imple-
menting redesigned programs. Bames (1989) hypothesized that change in teacher
education could be examined from the perspective of 12 factors that interact in a
given teacher education site. In this deseription, these influences have been orga-
nized to help explain the three phases of change that occurred.

The influences included in the explanation of the first
phase of change, Data Gathering, are: expectations and first impressions; history
and norms; administrative and faculty leadership; assessing faculty capacity, effi-
cacy, and perspectives; faculty assessment of current programs; and conditions and

apacity for change. In the second phase, Moving the Redesign Process Along, in-
fluences include: program definition, initiating capacity building, academic organi-
zational change, and strategles. The influences included in the third phase, Piloti ng
and Implementing Redesigned Programs, are: developing capacity, creating con-
ditions, and completing trials connected with studies of practice. Descriptions of
these three phases of change and the extemal ('unsuluxgl‘s role follow,

U

CHANGE PHASE I DATA GATHERING

The first phase of the change process, Data Gathering,
was initiated by the external consultant for two purposes. First, the consultant
needed to develop her own understanding of the institution's context and goals and
her role. Second, the local faculty and administrators, along with the consultant,
needed to ereate shared understandings about the nature of their current prograums
and the need for redesign. Data gathering and analysis would contribute to these
goauls, '

The external consultant's goal was to construet an un-
derstanding of the context, as interpreted from her perspective, as well as an under-
standing of the faculty and av ainistration’s perspectives of that same context. That
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is, she needed to construct both an outsider's understanding and an understanding
of the insider's perspective. Thus, she set about to identify:

s the key personnel (or stakeholders) in the effort,

s the nature of the role AACTE's national representative and the interim
dean had in mind for her,

s the contribution of her role to the overall reform plan,
a  the interim dean's expectations for long range outcomes,
« the interim dean's perspective about the faculty and context, and

s the specifies of the plans that had been made for the three retreats and
the amount of room there was for change within the established plans.

Data collection processes included participant observa-
tion methods and surveys as a means of looking systematically at the faculty's per-
spectives. Two questionnaires were used: the Exxon Survey ereated by Barnes
(1989) on faculty perceptions of change factors and a questionnaire created by the
National Center for Research on Teacher Edueation at Michigan State University
that assessed faculty views of teaching and learning. Data from about 30 percent of
the total faculty were received. The low rate of returh was congruent with group
nonparticipation and isolation norms in place at the time the redesign work began.
The external consultant also talked extensively with faculty, students, and adminis-
trators and read a variety of local documents. The documents included course out-
lines for all current courses offered in three programs, the student teaching hand-
book, and program descriptions.

Lxpectations and First Impressions

Generating first impressions and identifying expecta-
tions was the consultant’s first task. The external consultant began this by becom-
ing involved in planning for the three staff development retreats with the AACTE
representative responsible for working with the SERPS. The initial planning was
conducted by phone as the local faculty, interim dean, and AACTE consultants for
the retreats were located around the country. The route of conversations led from
the representative to workshop speakers, to the interim dean, to a college program
evaluator, to a Department of Administration faculty member, to a Department of
Special Education faculty member, to a member of the faculty at the external
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consultant's own university, and around again. Each conversation provided addi-
tional clarity about the project. The consultant’s questions contributed to others'
clarifying their own roles in the endeavor, their expectations, their commitments,
and the plans for the retreats.

Based on the initial data collected, the external consultant found that:
a the interim dean was the primary stakeholder in the reform,

» the external consultant was expected to ereate her own role,

a the interim dean was the primary local leader in the reform effort,

e the interim dean wanted three new teacher education programs cre-
ated, and

s the faculty were just becoming involved in the idea of a local redesign
effort.

Concerning the plans for the retreats, the consultant found that:

s the proposed format for the initial retreat was incongruent with the in-
terim dean's expectations for outcones,

a conceptual links among the topics for the speakers for the retreats
were hot apparent,

s local faculty leadership beyond the interim dean was not visible, and
s plans were tentative enough that there was room to make changes.

The understandings developed during the initial series of
conversations served as the basis for the interim dean, AACTE representative, and
the external consultant to work out a plan for the first retreat that, to some extent,
suited everyone's needs. The three also agreed that the SERPS faculty would par-
ticipate in the planning of the second and third retreats.

-

, N\
A second phase of the data collection began when partici,

pants met for the first time at the first retreat. This phase of assessment is charac-
terized by questions about expectations and first impressions from both the consultant
and felty. The consultant asked herselfl context and organizational questions such as:
Who are these people? Who currently provides curriculum, organizational, and pro-
grammalic leadership for the college? Who will/eanv/eould provide leadership from
within the schooVdepartment/group? What do the faculty think about their current
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progranvteaching/teacher candidate outcomes? How do these professors spend
their professional time? How are they organized? What is the reputation of this
SERIPPS? Who can provide support in ways that the faculty will feel rewarded? She
looked for answers to these questions in conversations with faculty, administrators,
students, and local residents.

The faculty had a different set of questions they wanted
answered, which included: What are we dolng? Who is in the group? How will T he
treated? What is expected of me? Whao is this consultant? What does she know?
What kind of leadership will she provide? What will she think of me/us? What is the
worst thing that could happen to me if this "redesign” actually happens? Who are
these AACTE authors? Who made them the experts? And, can we trust the consult-
ant? These questions provided a means for all to make sense initially out of the
retreat experiences, Continuing conversations and collective reading of comimon
materials led to additional shared understandings.

It should be noted that answers to these questions
changed over time. As members of the group got more information about each
other and studied and developed shared understandings, their understandings rela-
tive to the questions also changed. As the external consultant and faculty pro-
gressed through the redesign effort, the questions changed even further. For example,
when the curricubam started being written, people no longer asked “Are we going to
do this?" but instead began to ask two new questions: “How will T get what 1 teach
into the new curriculum?” and “How will we got some people to change?”

The external consultant's first impression of the faculty
wits that there was a very diverse range of professional vahies among the faculty.
The faculty's response to the AACTE speakers ranged from "these people don't
know anything” to “we are really out of tovch with professional education research
and theory.” Their first responses to the external consultant ranged {rom hostile
and self-protective to friendly and reflective.

History and Norms

As the SERPS members and the external consultant
worked together during the first three retreats, more claborate understandings
about the context were developed. Information about the history and norms of the
institution provided three types of understandings. First was the understanding
about what contributed to the School's current state. Second was an naderstanding
of the images that faculty, students, and local graduates held about the programs.
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Third was an understanding of the norms for the way people talked to cach other,
defined relationships and expectations, and promoted or interfered with change,
These understandings helped the consultant to identify the ethos of the faculty
group,

Information that helped form the initial understandings
about the school's current state focused primarily on the role of state government
in teacher education. During the period from 1981 to 1986, state colleges were
asked to make yearly changes. Rilling (1990) illustrates the sense of utter frustra-
tion these changes created when she says, “With little or no time to consider the
wisdom or impact related to the substance of the changes, nor the best strategies
for implementation, all moves focused on change in distribution of and credit re-
quirements to meet numerical mandates” (p. 7). Thus, for several years the faculty,
without their input, had seen their courses depleted and the remaining credits reor-
ganized to meet state mandates. From the faculty's perspective, all of this change
resulted primarily in a reduction of education credits with the remaining credits
used to meet state mandates. Within these mandates the faculty worked hard to
maintain what they could of their original courses (Rilling, 1990).

On the one hand, the faculty had seen a lot of change in
program structure and credits that resulted in the loss of time with teacher candi-
dates. On the other hand, they had worked hard to keep what was originally taught
in their education program since they believed that it was good. To the external
consultant, as an outsider, at first glance it appeared that the programs were sta-
tionary and traditional. A second glance revealed that a lot of change had taken

place. The change was mostly in numbers of credits but also included the loss of

collegiality, up-to-date course content, and ereative coursie instruction. More impor-
tantly, i* felt like a lot of change to the faculty.

The norm for faculty interaction was primarily one of iso-
lation. Faculty reported that “onee” they had been a group that was concerned
about current K-12 teaching methods and leamning to teach strategies, They came to
understand that they had lost that close-knit collegiality and now interacted with
cach other only when faculty meetings were ealled by the department chairs. They
reported that they saw the purpose of the departiient meetings as the time to give
out administrative information and, on occasion, to inform faculty aboat a erisis. In
a crisis situation, the faculty responded by doing whatever was asked by the admin-
istrator. In other situations, they talked but went off “to do their own thing." One
faculty member, refleeting on his experience at the School, described the situation
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as one where faculty came to campus to read their mail, hold required office hours,
and teach their classes. Life at the SERPS was untroubled for the most part and
things ran pretty smoothly. ‘The primary decision that needed to be made each se-
mester was who would teach what and when, The system for deciding these ques-
tions was well established and followed by department chairs.

The faculty’s isolation from cach other and other profes-
sionals perpetuated the status quo. Few faculty attended conferences, fewer presented
papers. Most. faculty held secondary jobs or were engaged in education-related consult-
ing. Basic needs for affiliation and achievement. were met primarily with contacts
outside of the college. The norm for what constituted professional activity was one
of full-time teaching and/or supervision of student teachers. The SERPS did not as-
sign time, on a regular basis, for rescarch and service. The institutional structure of
the School did not include any commnittee structure that supported research
and renewal or evaluation of programs. For example, the consultant found that
while numerous paper changes and course title changes had been sent through the
curriculum committee, these changes were not developed by or necessarily sup-
ported by faculty but were handled primarily by the administrators. The reason the
administrators did not consult faculty was that they wanted to avoid increasing
tension within the faculty group. Thus, they perceived their actions as protective
and supportive of the faculty. For example, one year the chair of a department had
rewritten course outlines to meet state requirements. At the beginning of this cur-
rent redesign effort, some faculty indicated they had not seen the particular edition
of course outlines developed by the department chair.

The external consultant decided to challenge the profes-
sional activity norm. She designed a plan to organize a group that would study the
change process. The intent was to provide support for scholarship for two of the
new faculty (heavily involved in the change process), interim dean, and others; to
challenge the norm about faculty load time; and to provide a basis for the School to
disseminate its change process to others in the field. Faculty involved in the re-
scarch project did receive load tinie for their work once the request was made and
the study was started.

Analysis of the Exxon Survey data indicated that faculty
thought that the political organization and the historical and current context inhib-
ited and constrained change in the teacher education curriculum (Putnam, 1440).
These dita helped provide an insider’s sense of the overall effect of the state's ac-
tions on what appeared to have once been an energetic, creative faculty.
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Administrator and Faculty Leadership

At the outset of the project, the leadership for change
consisted of the interim dean and two special education faculty. By the end of the
first retreat, the consultant identified one first-year faculty member who appeared
to have leadership potential. By the end of the second retreat one other person,
newly hired, seemed also to have the capacity to provide leadership for change. Im-
mediately on his arrival, he began to support local leadership in the change effort.

At the onset of the redesign effort, the three department
chairs were either not involved or overtly worked against the redesign. At the end
of the first year of the redesign effort, two new chairs were selected. One of the new
chairs had provided the leadership for his department’s redesign and continued to
do so into the second' year of the project. The second chair was involved in the
department’s redesign efforts initially in a nonsupportive role. As the year pro-
gressed, he provided support. As chair, he worked to clarify what people wanted to
do and provided the necessary changes in schedules and procedures for implement-
ing the pilots of new courses. The interim dean figured out the processes for getting
things changed and frequently made the necessary contacts with public schools and
college administration for the pilots and program implementation.

While the SERPS was organized by departments, the or-
ganization for the redesign work evolved from the three major sets of players in the
effort: faculty, administration, and consultant. The administration component. in-
cluded the dean, interim dean, department chairs, and the dean’s assistant. (See Fig-
ure I, Item 2.) The consultant group included the external consultant, AACTE
knowledge base authors, specialists (e.g., professors in alternative, special education
preparation programs at other universities), and a program evaluation consultant.
The external consultant worked with the other consultants during the organization
for three retreats and with the program evaluation consultant during the pilot phase
of the redesign effort. (See Figure 1, Item 3.) A fourth configuration was the faculty
consultant groups. (See Figure 1, Item 4.) Cross-group meetings occurred for the
purposes of redesign work. For example, redesign work necessitated working with
members of the consultant group, reading department, and secondary department.
The dean’s assistant met with the secondary program group since he was a teaching
member of that program. At times he also met with the elementary group as he
was concerned about cross-department program congruence. The consultant
also worked with the faculty/administration configuration composed of depart-
ment chairs, and, the SERPS union representatives. (See Figure 1, Item 5.) The
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administration/eonsultant. group inchaded the dean, interim dean, external consult-
ant, and, on oceasion, the evaluation consultant. (See Figure 1, em 6.) Finally, at
times, the external consiltant met with all participants, (See Figure 1, ltem 7.)
These occasions were the initial three retreats and winter and fall work during the
second year,

FFaculty Conceptions, Capacity, and Efficacy

Information gathered from gronp discussions, observa-
tions of and discussions with student teachers, and survey data indicated that the
faculty held a wide range of diverse ideas about teaching, learning, and the prepara-
tion of teachers; they also had varying viewpoints about changing their teacher
preparation programs. Oncee again the survey data helped to inform both the con-
sultant and faculty about the group's ideas.

The faculty's response profile, on both questionnaires,
portrayed, in general, the faculty as having a wide range of perspectives. For ex-
ample, diverse responses were found relative to items about what was enrrently
happening in their program (e.g., many faculty said they believed that student analy-
sis of videotapes of their own teaching never happened, while others thought it was
happening ona regular basis). This variance raised the question as to how valid the
pereeptions of faculty were about the program beyond their own courses or super-
vision experienee. Virtually no agreement existed among the faculty on their views
of teaching and learning (e.g., the tem, “teachers should awvoid grouping students by
ability or level of performamee,” elicited a full range of responses from “iways” (o
"never”). The wide range of responses appeared also in response to questions about.
the importance of a teacher's ability to: assess and use pupil’s prior knowledge,
demonstrate a coneeptual imderstanding of academic subject matter, and think
critically about their own teaching. IFaculty showed some . L cement about what
they thought was important in evaliating student knowledge and performances in
courses (e, make logical and well-ssupported arguments in written work).

The same surve, pwovided o basis for understanding face-
ulty perspectives about themiselves as a group. The survey dita indicated that face-
ulty believed that, as a group, they lncked vision and that this contribited to the pri-
nuuy problems restricting change. They were evenly split as to whether they believed
that faculty were or were not committed to improving their teacher education programs.
This lack of vision was also evident in the faculty’s written reactions 1o the chapters
they hid read and processed with the anthors of the KBBT volume. Responses to
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the information ranged from “there is nothing new here,” “onr students could never
do these things,” “this is a political statement and should be avoided,” to "there is a
lot we should be doing differently.”

The faculty's perceptions of their efficacy as individuals,
informal groups (e.g., people who teach foundations), and formal groups (e.g., as
departments and as a School of Education) primarily reflected the notion that little
could be done within the current state and local organizational structures. The
school's organizational structures were not designed for renewal offorts (e.g., there
were no study connittees, regular colloquy, program evaluation, or program stan-
dards). The existing teacher education progratis consisted of isolated courses with
little or no connection between coursework and field performance criteria. Faculty
believed they had no power and that their professional decisions were hot sup-
ported by policies (e.g., they believed they had to pass all students in student teach-
ing). In fact, however, procedures existed to handle the student-teacher problems
the faculty identified and for giving incomplete or failing grades, but they were not
used. Additionally, the effect of all the state-mandated changes and their implenten-
tation secmed to contribute to general feelings of low efficacy.

Initially, the consultant found it difficult to determine the
faculty's capacity for qualitative change. While numerous changes had occurred on
paper (c.g., there were foewer credits to teach, new cowrse titles and outlines), no
systematic revision of the programs’ goals and curricula had occurred. However,
since the faculty had not worked ontthe earlier changes, the consultant inferred that
it was possible that, given the opportunity, faculty would become intellectually
challenged and invested in program redesign.

CHANGE PUASE 1 MOVING THE REDESIGN
PROCESS ALONG

The initial three retreats provided the basis for designing
a long-range change process. To move the redesign process beyond the study of the
KBBT vohmie, the external consultant and the interim dean worked as partners to
get things going. By October of the first year, the consultant took the lead in doevel-
oping a conceptual framework for the redesign process. (See Figure 2.) She pro-
vided direet leadership in designing the activities for meetings at the beginning of
the change process. She acted to get things started and to establish the norm of
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making progress through individual and group effort. Each meeting was coupled
with tasks to be accomplished before the next group sessions would occur. The in-
terim dean took the lead in organizing time and space and in carrying out communi-
cations across the school and in between the consultant’s site visits. She was instru-
mental in “making the plan happen.”

The redesign system included the recurring processes of
exploring, synthesizing, and designing. Exploring provided npportunities for faculty
to review their programs, read, and look for new ideas and information. Periodi-
cally the focus of the sessions was on pulling together what people were learning
(synthesizing) and on determining what progress had been made and what else
needed to be done. Designing was the process of creating and putting in writing the
goals, substance, and procedures for new teacher education programs. The explor-
ing and synthesizing activities were the primary processes used over the first six
months and functioned as initial staff development activities. Once designing work
actually began, exploring and synthesizing continued but were directed by questions
emanating from the designing tasks. All redesign activities could be characterized
as one of these processes. The faculty and external consultant used the exploring,
synthesizing, and designing processes to keep doors open to continuous change, to
focus and reduce complexity at different times, and to provide direction and prod-
ucts for review.

During all sessions the consultant observed and asked
provocative and clarifying questions. She was challenged by others about her in-
tent, role, knowledge, and ability to provide external leadership for the redesign ef-
fort. After one meeting a facu:ity member came up to her and confessed that she had
said what she did during the meeting simply to see if the external consultant could
handle conflict. As the consultant worked in the context, she began to share her ob-
servations about the indicators of change, reoccurring roadblocks, and actual
changes in productivity.

The coi.-.'ant planned activities for developmet ses-
sions that would contribute to the p.ogress of the group. When new information
was nceded, readings or other resources were provided for review and delibera-
tions. For example, the consultant read prc gram documents; the faculty asked to
see course outlines from alternative programs at other universities; faculty asked to
read research papers and articles, chapters related to specific program questions
(e.g., classroom management and organization). The consultant worked to establish
a study and investigation mode of exploration. The external consultant established
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the practice of making on-site visits every three weeks. Between visits faculty were
asked to review their work to date and to find new questions to be processed during
the impending visit. Not all groups or individuals completed each task, but over
time, more faculty followed through and more was accomplished. The norm related
to faculty discourse, and professional role moved from isolation and entrenchment
toward one of exploration and productivity.

Once faculty became engaged in exploration, the exter-
nal consultant was satisfied that the development of the faculty was in process.
However, before the faculty would be able to work together to define and design a
program, their capacity and trust of each other needed to be established. Addition-
ally, it was realized that the organizational structure (capacity to manage new pro-
grams and support desiga work) of the institution needed to be confronted and
changed.

Capacity Building

As stated earlier, the structures in place and the norms of
the organization did not support the redesign of teacher preparation programs. For
example, new faculty were told “not to chair meetings” and “to be quiet as they did
not have tenure.” Additionally, no program or evaluation standing committees were
in place to support/promote redesign. The faculty also had not historically been en-
couraged to engage in redesign work. For example, resources for purchasing schol-
arly publications as evidenced in the professional library were nonexistent, turn
around time for word processing requests was frequently over a month, and faculty
felt that giving work to a secretary was asking a favor.

Thus, the external consultant began building capacity by
working with the formal leaders to determine their commitment to the project and
their ability to promote organizational changes and redistribute limited resources.
Early in the process it became apparent that two levels of commitment from formal
leaders for building capacity would be necessary. It would take one type of capacity
to get redesigned programs on paper and yet another capacity to actually imple-
ment such programs.

Trust Building

The strategies ciployed in the early redesign phase fo-
cused on building trust through improving communication and building awareness
of current practices. Trust was built for two context-specific purposes. First, trust
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was built that the consultant was there to support the faculty’s decisions, not to im-
port some program from her own institution. Trust was built among the participat-
ing faculty such that if the faculty did the work and created new programs, then nei-
ther the formal administrative leaders nor the nonparticipating and negative faculty
would be able to Kill their programs at the last minute. Some faculty had to develop
trust that they would not be “sold down the river” and end up with yet another pa-
per change that in reality would not make a difference. And even worse, they would
have invested their time and have had their hopes for creating and sustaining an in-
tellectually challenging environment unfulfilled.

To develop faculty trust in the consultant, the consultant
adopted the role of advocate for the faculty, to support the study and further defini-
tion of “their programs.” She made clear what she thought and helped faculty to
build their own positions. She debated with faculty, taking multiple positions on a
given issue as a means of looking at short- and long-range consequences. She called
attention to decisions that faculty made during the redesign process, both to be
sure that faculty were conscious of agreements reached and to clarify whether or
not any one decision was congruent with prior decisions. During each site visit the
interim dean asked some faculty from all departments to meet with the consultant
on a one-to-one basis or in small groups, providing support for individuals to be
heard and for an ever-widening basis of shared informaiion. Once faculty met with
the consultant, some asked to continue to meet about once every two visits.

To support building trust between the consultant and
leadership of the Schonl, the consultant, the dean, and the interim dean met at least
twice per visit, and talked about fears, roadblocks built into the current structures,
and potential support. The deans took action to support the leadership of faculty
and to include increasing numbers of faculty in the redesign process.

Trusting that the organization would support changes
was a major problem. For an entire year, some faculty worried that in the end,
someone would not “let them” implement any plan they created. Once they started
to pilot courses, this fear subsided. Attempts from some faculty to stop the change
process were bothersome too. The naysayers worked to dissuade tentative faculty
each step of the way. In fact, until the second summner, “problem rearing/roadblock
language” was more apparent in Early Childhood and Elementary Education De-
partmient large-group meetings than was “moving forward language.” However, the
incidence decreased steadily from the time of the November meetings in 1988
(Karwowski & Sharp, 1990). In Januay 1989, the faculty reported that they could
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see they were getting closer to the goal. They had a week-long design session to
identify the goals they wanted to accomplish in the program curriculum.

By spring 1989, faculty agreed to pilot courses during the
next school year. Faculty worry about the “naysayers” had shifted to worry about
whether or not formal leaders could solve practical problems, such as changing
schedules for courses (planned a year earlier) and finding new field sites. The in-
terim dean’s insider knowledge of the institution and the school districts made this
a short-term worry.

Developing trust on the part of new faculty who entered
the redesign process along the way was another task for the external consultant.
These faculty needed support as they gained entry into the working group and de-
veloped the trust of their colleagues. The consultant worked with these people to
encourage their contributions and responsibility for tasks. She also helped “old-timers”
handle their frustrations when new members failed to follow through by reminding
them that norms had changed among those who were originally involved and that
newcomers needed time to make these changes.

Organizational Support

When the faculty reviewed their current prograins, they
concluded that they needed to be redesigned. However, as noted above, depart-
nents were not structured to support the work, and committed faculty worried that
others had the power to stop the programs from being redesigned. For example,
they worried that they would invest in redesigned programs, and then others would
veto them by vote in a department meeting, or that the curriculum committee
would simply not support the new programs and course outlines.

Jach of three programs approached the academic orga-
nization problems from a different perspective. One department sought support
from the department membership early and created a redesign committee with an
appointed chair. Another department worked out of the department’s regularly
scheduled meetings, acting as a redesign committee “of the whole.” In a third departient,
a subset of faculty acted as a redesign committee and worked independently of the de-
partment until they had a plan to take to the department for consideration. This
subset simply did the work and produced a new program design. In the cases of the
first and third departments, the groups brought along the members of the depart-
nients in ways that solidified the idea of a program and helped all faculty to under-
stand the program and the contributions of each course to the expected program
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outcomes. The department that acted out of the committee of the whole struggled
with the tendency to perpetuate the offering of isolated courses rather than to cre-
ate a coherent program structure. Their decision to hire an outside person to write
up courses and submit the program through the governance system contributed to
this problem. When faculty began piloting courses they finally confronted program-
matic questions such as: how much content is too much in a given course; what and
how much field work is needed to practice and apply what was taught; and how can
redundancy of content in courses be reduced?

Program Definition and Design

The initial summer/fall retreats in 1988, at which KBBT
authors spoke and faculty participated in planned deliberations, created the readi-
ness for faculty to ask the question, “Why redesign our programs?” Initially, faculty
claimed that their programs were outstanding, or that no new ideas or research had
been provided during the three retreats to warrant considering the redesign of their
programs, or that they really did not know what was being taught in the courses. To
answer the “why" question, the consultant designed two tasks. (See Figure 2, points
2 and 3.) The first was a process to help faculty understand what they believed indi-
vidually and as a group about teacher education. These activities were designed to
facilitate sharing beliefs, values about teaching/learning, and what was being done
in their programs. The second was an analysis task that involved consultant and
faculty in-the review of course outlines from current programs. The analysis took
two forms. First, guidelines from various agencies important to the institution and
to individuals were gathered. These were synthesized and shaped into a vertical
representation that formed one arm of a matrix. The course names and numbers
were used to form the other matrix. Some faculty indicated that the Boyer objec-
tives, NCATE guidelines, and various state and professional subject matter guide-
lines should be reflected in their courses. Second, small working groups were given
the task of reviewing each course and indicating where the specific elements were
found in courses.

These tasks provided the basis for faculty to develop
shared understanding of their programs and to hear what other faculty believed
was possible or impossible to accomplish in a teacher education program. Oppos-
ing points of view about teack. r education were identified. One view was that
teacher education programs had to focus on teaching such things as rote learning
and following teachers’ guides verbatim. An alternative perception was that one
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reason public schools are in such trouble is because teacher education supports the
memorization point of view. Analysis of the present teacher education program,
while a frustrating event for some faculty, resulted in two understandings. (See Fig-
ure 2, Point 4.) First, formal programs were defined by outsiders rather than by the
faculty themselves. The existing programs were a conglomeration of isolated
courses, the content of which depended on who was teaching the section and what
book was ordered. Second, programs did not have explicit goal statements; thus,
there was no basis for faculty to have an explicit shared understanding about the
relationship oi their courses to intended outcores.

Taken together, these two sets of activities (Figure 2,
Points 3 & 4) resulted in a group of faculty being ready to pursue the redesign of
their programs. The next task relative to the design process was to help faculty de-
termine what they needed to explore additionally in order to develop new images of
teacher education. (See Figure 2, Point 5.) This step provided the basis for the shift
from avoidance or tolerance (“this will all pass”) to a position, by a critical mass of
faculty, of “let’s get on with it.” This shift brought the groups to the place where it
was necessary to determine the direction for their design work.

To determine where each group would enter the design
deliberations, the groups talked about content, outcomes, experiences, or strate-
gies as potential starting points for program development. (See Figure 2, Point 6.)
After exploring all four starting points, each of the three program groups decided to
start their design work with deliberations about what their graduates would know
and be able to do. Once some statement of program goals was agreed on, each
group then moved to identifying the professional knowledge to be included in the
program curriculum. The curriculum was then sequenced and chunked into
courses. Once a sequence was determined, deliberations turmned to how the curricu-
lum would be taught and the design of clinical experiences. In general the design
work occurred following this process. Each of the program groups worked as a
whole to review written documents or build conceptual frameworks. Small groups
were formed to work the specifics of an area once general consensus was reached.
Individuals wrote up the results of small group work, which were then reviewed by
all involved.

The external consultant and interim dean provided visual
representations of frameworks or sequences of professional knowledge. They chal-
lenged the faculty to be explicit, to clarify their disagreements, and to carry their
stated goals through the entire set of deliberations. At one time faculty from each of
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the program groups visited other universities. The field trips acted as energizers for
the faculty. The trips also provided concrete examples of teacher education organi-
zations, activity, and teacher candidate knowledge and performances to help fac-
ulty build a clear vision of their own program. (Figure 2, Point 7.) To this point in
the process, 16 months had passed. The next phase involved piloting and revising
the newly designed programs.

CHANGE PHASE 111: PILOTING AND IMPLEMENTING
REDESIGNED PROGRAMS

The piloting phase took 11 months and resulted in in-
creased faculty and institutional capacity. A strategy to study the effects of the pi-
loted courses was designed as soon as it was evident the courses would be piloted.
The plans differed in each department. Carrying out and studying the pilots of for-
mal courses and field work assignments contributed to further development of fac-
ulty expertise, administrator strategies for managing nontraditional programs, and
school site capacity for handling new organizations of teacher candidates in
schools. Findings from the study of the pilots were used to further refine the rede-
signed programs. The study of the pilots contributed to faculty’s feelings of efficacy.

Developing capacity, creating conditions, and trials and
study of practice and of implementation are the key elements of this phase. The
programs are just being implemented as this chapter is being written. Initial obser-
vations of faculty concerning implementation are included but must be viewed as
tentative.

Developing Capacity and Creating Conditions

Concurrent with the design of the programs’' new cur-
ricula, the interim dean, dean, and departiment chairs worked to find responses to
questions raised concerning how to pilot and implement the new programs. These
responses included:

« changing course schedules and faculty assignments to provide for pilot
ing courses;

»  finding new schools in which to place large sets of teacher candidates
for early field experiences;
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» establishing new expectations for field work among supervisors, coop-
erating teachers, and principals;

s clarifying the formats and timeliness for taking the new programs
through the institution’s governance systems; and

» identifying organizational structures to support the continual revision
and updating of the programs. (See Figure 2, Point 8.)

The external consultant kept these questions on the
agendas for her meetings with the interim dean and dean. Thus, when it was time to
pilot courses, the procedures to begin and to establish new expectations were in
place.

Piloting courses helped create a greater capacity for
change and feelings of efficacy by providing the faculty with an opportunity to iden-
tify real problems with which they would be confronted and to solve those problems
while they were in the frame of mind to “experiment and try new things.” Faculty
found that both they and the public schools could do things that they had previously
thought impossible. Faculty who were invested in keeping the status quo found
their arguments against change confronted. Threats made by naysayers about what
would happen when the new program was implemented were found to be empty.
The pilot, in fact, helped the faculty see that they had the ability to problem-solve,
that not all problems were unsolvable, and that there were even more people in the
public schools and college who were supportive of the change effort.

Trials and Study of Practice

The process used for the pilots varied by program group.
The most formal was that carried out by the elementary certification program. This
group followed a six-step process that was open to the involvement of all the
department'’s faculty. During the early steps in the process, the external consultant
provided leadership for group deliberations. Later in the process, when the courses
were piloted and being revised, the interim dean and others took more and more re-
sponsibility for group leadership and processing. The steps were as follows.

Step 1 included reaching agreement on course outlines
and actually teaching the courses. In teaching the new courses, faculty ran into sev-
eral problems. When faculty communicated new standards to students, they found
the students expected coursework to be similar to that reported by former stu-
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dents, and they reacted with resentful statements indicating that they should not be
expected to do more or to do different things than students in previous years. Fac-
ulty teaching the same course were uneven in their own ability to deliver it, and by
the end of the semester, students began to react that they were not “detting what
others were being taught.”

Step 2 included the external consultant’s review of writ-
ten work from each section and interviews with students in the presence of the instruc-
tor. The primary question that the consultant used to focus her review and interviews
was: How are assignments, written student responses, and students’ verbal articulation
of the professional knowledge and performances linked to stated program goals
and course objectives? To help answer this question, faculty asked three members
of each of their classes to participate in helping them study the effects of their new
courses. They invited students they felt would best represent the range of reactions
the faculty were getting in their courses. Students were told that the external con-
sultant would look at their work and talk with them once a month. The faculty then
sent the consultant copies of student work, which were reviewed and from which
interview questions were developed. Once a month the students, consultant, and
faculty met. Faculty and students sat in a “fish bowl” arrangement, and the consult-
ant and students talked. Students were grouped by specific courses for these delib-
erations. Only faculty knew which students were in whose section.

Step 3 included deliberations among faculty teaching a
specific course. Faculty met weekly to talk about instruction and reactions to their
instruction, student progress, and conceptual problems that students were encoun-
tering. They called the external consultant to discuss problems, insights, and rec-
ommended changes.

Step 4 focused on deliberations among faculty teaching
all the different pilot courses. In these sessions, the consultant’s role was to ask
questions, help raise issues, and to keep responses to problems always tentative.
Throughout all discussions the consultant facilitated deliberations so that topics
were considered in light of stated program goals, course objectives, or general pro-
gram expectations.

For the elementary certification group, the pilot (See Fig-
ure 2, Point 9) was also the time that they began “Friday Breakfast Deliberations.”
One faculty member invited all of the faculty piloting courses to have breakfast at
her house once every three weeks. Having faculty, administrators, and a consultant
sitting around a large oval table provided the occasions for faculty to reconnect so-

162



cially, to problem solve, to “get it off my chest,” to challenge each other, and to pro-
vide ways to support each other.

The “Friday Occasion” also provided a way to plan short-
and long-term changes. For example, change in who would teach which courses
arose when two members found that their courses were suffering because of ex-
treme differences in their styles. Thus, Friday meetings provided the opportunity
for faculty to begin to verbalize, hear, and work out problems related to: things that
a member of group could “not live with,” social support, student responses to in-
creased expectations, and organizational supports that were needed. It should be
noted that problems of the “can't live with it” variety resolved themselves as clarity
about courses and program outcomes was accomplished. Individuals who thought
they would never be able to work in the same courses with others ended up as
members of some of the strongest partnerships. The previous experiences in pro-
gram definition and design provided the basis for new professional relationships.
The new activity, “Friday Breakfasts,” added a personal/professional aspect to the
working group's relationships. Time invested in working on the redesign and meet-
ing in someone’s home fused to help individuals make commitments and take in-
structional risks that had appeared unattainable before.

Piloting was hard on the faculty for a number of reasons.
Some faculty found that they were spending more time at work (on campus and in
meetings, and being challenged by their colleagues). The professional program de-
velopment work at the School took more hours and was requiring more intellectual
engagement than the old work norm. The serenity of teaching “my” classes, attend-
ing department meetings, holding office hours, and taking care of mail was dis-
rupted. Perhaps an even bigger problem existed for faculty who saw themselves as
the professors whom students “liked.” These professors found they were “in con-
flict” with the students over the new norms of performance and general academic
standards. Because of this conflict, one professor stopped talking to the consultant
for several weeks. The consultant encouraged movement forward and sticking to
the course plan.

Faculty seemed to lack strategies for talking with stu-
dents who were “upset” with them. Further, faculty were not used to being told
negative things about “their” courses or “their” teaching. On the other hand, faculty
who initially had reputations as having high standards were also confronted with
the same student talk about “norms in the progranm.” However, this group of faculty
focused on improving their instruction and being more explicit with their students
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about what they were learning and how the learning was connected to teaching per-
formance. They contacted the consultant by phone and talked with each other
about their teaching. The consultant suggested specific course activities and re-
sponses to student comments. As the quality of their instruction increased and their
activities and assignments more closely matched the stated course objectives, nega-
tive feedback from students decreased. These faculty became th: “favored” faculty.
Presently the unevenness of faculty and course quality has resulted in students be-
ing unhappy with “lower quality” course instruction. Both faculty and the external
consultant predict this will remain a problem until all faculty are committed to fa-
cilitating the teacher candidates' learning as related to the contribution a particular
course makes to the overall program.

It was not until the first part of the second semester of
the pilot that faculty believed that their change effort was worth it. By the time the
second semester of the pilot occurred, faculty were teaching one course they had
piloted the first semester and a second new course in the sequence. They taught the
new courses to students who had been in the first semester pilot. The results of
their instruction during the first semester were immnediately apparent. As the stu-
dents began to use the knowledge taught in the first semester pilot courses in sub-
sequent courses, the faculty saw the potential for achieving a systematic program
and became invested in making the additional changes that would be needed for
implementation of the program. At this point. the consultant's role shifted from one
of support and providing recommendations for changes in teaching to one of chal-
lenging the faculty.

The pilot resulted in the clarification of what was needed
for the new program to be implemented in each department. Faculty found that:

» pilot courses had too much content in them,

w faculty carried too many old teaching activities into the new courses
that were unrelated to new expected outcomes,

» explicit field assignments and evaluation criteria throughout the
programs were needed,

» standards among faculty were incongruent,

a communication was needed with field sites about what students
needed to observe and do, and
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= teacher candidates could do all sorts of things that were not previously
expected. (See Figure 2, Points 7 & 8.)

The consultant helped work out specific responses to
each of the above, sometimes working with groups, sometimes with individuals, but
always working from their initial ideas.

Step 6 consisted of field trips. Once again the faculty vis-
ited other universities to look at their teacher preparation programs. Some faculty
visited the same prograr they had seen a year earlier. Based on their pilot experi-
ences, the second visit provided them with the opportunity to ask different questions and
to observe university faculty, teacher candidates, and cooperating teachers from
new perspectives,

Step 6 was the redesign of the new curriculum sequence
and piloted courses. (See Figure 2, Point 10.) The pilot provided data that raised
questions about the sequence of the content and the quantity of ideas that could be
taught so that candidates would be able to use the professional knowledge in their
practice. In June, the faculty rewrote their curriculum sequence and course out-
lines. These were subniitted to the governance system. (See Figure 2, Point 11.) In
August, the faculty reviewed the course outlines once again. They then worked to
complete: the design of field notebooks for teacher candidates and cooperating
teachers; student teacher requirements, evaluation instruments, and norus for ob-
serving and debriefing students; and written course assignments, field assignments,
and exams for courses.

Implementation

The implementation of the programs began in fall 1990,
26 months from the beginning of the formal redesign effort (Figure 2, Point 12) and
as this chapter was being written. Thus, questions still exist about whether the for-
mal organizational structure can sustain the faculty's enthusiasm, continual re-
newal, and upgrading for quality. Some reports indicate that field supervisors who
do not teach courses are unwilling to facilitate early field experience assignments
or related evaluations of performances. Faculty teaching courses, however, report
congruence between the students’ courses and support of teachers.

A professor who participated in the original change
study wrote a proposal (funded locally) to study the implementation year. This
study, now in process, is focused on faculty attitudes and student outcomes. (See
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Figure 2, Point 13.) It should contribute to the program'’s evolution over time. (See
Figure 2, Point 14.)

Currently, it is evident that the discourse norms of old
are still a part of the cul’' :re. Some faculty believe that the external consultant
should have continued to work through the first year of implementation. This
would have provided faculty with the support needed to establish new norms nec-
essary for quality program evolution.

EXTERNAL CONSULTANT’S
COMMITMENTS AND JUDGMENTS

Creating new programs requires developing new visions,
making images concrete, and trying to do new things. The doing of each of these
brings with it the creation of new problems, miscommunications, and the need for
new social discourse and problem-solving norms. To handle the problems, the rela-
tionships among developers need to be such that they weather the problens as they
occur.

In this redesign project two mgjor themes explain the
process of relationship-building between the external consultant and the faculty.
The first theme is consultant commitment to the goal of local redesign of teacher
education programs. The second theme is objective judgnments.

Commitment to the goal of local redesign means that the
external consultant makes decisions based on the assumption that programs will be
redesigned and that the redesign work will be the result of the faculty’s capacity,
desires, and work, and what is currently acceptable as sound educational theory
and research. The second theme, objective judgments, means that the consultant
uses information about the context and professional knowledge to foster the
change process and sees problems as things to be resolved in the process of pro-
gram redesign. For exanmple, the consultant used assessment information to make
decisions that would support the goal of locally redesigned programs, rather than
using information to formulate subjective judgments about the worth or value
of individuals.
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Three principles at interplay during the redesign process
were found to contribute to the building of relationships necessary for redesign
work. These are: intensity of work, role versus personal orientation tv work, and di-
verse representation.

INTENSITY OF WORK

The intensity of the working relationship contributed to
the speed with which the core group developed trust and the increase in numbers
of participating faculty. The consultant’s work schedule “on site” was usually from
8 a.m. to 9 p.m. for four days every three or four weeks. The typical schedule was to
meet at the beginning and end of each site visit with the dean and interim dean.
Each department that was redesigning a program scheduled a half-day of working
time as a group with the consultant. Individuals scheduled appointments to talk
about specific redesign problems, to get feedback, and to explore ideas from the
various readings that were studied. Lunches and dinners were generally working
sessions. During the first year, lunch and dinner times provided informal opportuni-
ties for individuals or pairs of faculty to get to know the consultant, to discuss their
redesign ideas, to talk about their fears, and, to share their perceptions about the
change process. During the second year, individuals scheduled dinner meetings to
work on tasks related to instruction, course assignments, or field assignments.
Breakfast meetings with the consultant were added during the pilot year by the ¢l-
enientary department.

The consultant's work across many groups and individu-
als provided local faculty with an increased work and meeting schedule, but no one
person had to be involved all the time. A balance had to be struck between redesign
work and the maintenance of their ongoing teacher education programs. Relatec to
this balance, several discussions occurred during the design work about the ten-
sions regarding their own competence that faculty experienced.

CONSULTANT’S ROLE ORIENTATION

The external consultant kept in mind that her role was to
facilitate the design of teacher education programs. As an ext2mal consultant she
was able to ask tough questions of everyone, including herself. The questions chal-
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lenged or asked for clarification about beliefs, values, assumptions, and past prac-
tices. While all external consultants can do this, a new responsibility beccmes asso-
ciated with asking questions when the consultant becomes an insider consultant
and is part of the ongoing redesign effort. The insider consultant’s membership in
the groups and her continuous reappearance kept her involved in helping to answer
those tough questions, as well as in asking them responsibly. The effect of this
involvement was to support faculty in figuring out responses to the difficult ques-
tions. The consultant acted as a resource rather than simply a critic. Being con-
nected and moving to “inside consultant role” insured that “tough questions” asked
were timely and helpful ones for the context. The insider consultant role provided
the ccnsultant with the security that there was time to ask the critical questions, the
opportunity to lead and work with the people invalved, and the responsibility to
challenge and provide necessary support so that progress occurred.

The consultant had no vested interest in a particular pro-
gram curriculum or outcome, as her role was to help faculty create “their own” pro-
gram. Her job was to help faculty keep, at a conscious level, what was currently
thought to be sound educationa! practice in the area of teacher preparation and
learning to teach; to ask questions relative to applications of standards from profes-
sional organizations; and to help them define, pilot, and implement their ideas.
Thus, the consultant did not insist that any set of recommendations be followed but
questioned why they would or would not be considered and, ultimately, why they
were discarded or accepted.

The nature of the work that the consultant did over the
two-year period included a wide range of tasks, such as: challenging assumptions
and practices, supporting conflict, encouraging risks, soothing impatient and fed-up
leaders, synthesizing position papers, creating representations of abstract ideas
generated by faculty development groups, and giving feedback on written work.
The consultant did not do the redesign work for the faculty groups. She acted as a
member of groups who were struggling with the problems and questions. (Given
that the context was different from that of her home institution, these were also
real problems for her.) She had to work them ¢} rough with the faculty. She had no
preconceived answers. This reinforced the -.usultant role as an inside consultant
and ihe local faculty as the owners of the p- o

Providing conceptual frameworks based on group delib-
erations appeared to promote progress; st times when groups were stuck, the
consultant proposed conceptual organizational structures. Faculty also proposed
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conceptual and procedural structures as the process moved along and the structure
of the new programs became clearer. Further, the consultant worked with indi-
viduals to support their work with others. Perhaps most challenging was helping
faculty to identify roadblocks and see them as problems to solve rather than as per-
sonal attacks.

The consultant provided challenge and support for both
faculty and administrators, Consultant characteristics identified by the dean as cru-
cial to the success of program redesign effort included:

s knowledge about program redesign, educational theory, research, K-12
teaching and learning, and teacher preparation;

= interpersonal skills relative to assertivencss, acceptance, flexibility, and
congruence;

s goal orientation; and

= experience in the field of teacher education, program curriculum de-
sign, and university level staff development work.

In most cases the role is not unlike that of a hockey
coach (Duffy, 1990). Hockey coaches do not teach players plays. Instead they help
them figure out how to see their environment and use it to accomplish the goal.

DIVERSE REPRESENTATION

Redesign relationships need to support the valuing of di-
verse ideas, including diverse intellectual contributions and perspectives from
a variety of people. Valuing diverse contributions is critical to the design of a new
program if faculty are to develop ownership and if the new program is to reflect
their conceptions of teaching, learning, and learning to teach. Redesigning pro-
grams brings with it the “threat” to the status quo and disruption of the comfort of
faculty and administrators. As discussed earlier, trust and respect are necessary in
order to progress through the period of time ihat the redesign takes.

Even with unconditional trust and respect among most
participants, problems wiil inevitably occur. In reality, some structure of trust and
respect relative to the redesign period will need to be established. In the case de-
scribed in this chapter, unconditional trust and respect were developed only among
the external consultant and a subset of the total redesign group. The interiny dean
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played a major role in initially getting a diverse set of faculty to spend individual
time (e.g, eat lunch or dinner) with the consultant. This provided contact with a di-
verse set of faculty, and it resulted in opportunities for the consultant to learmn about
the wide range of perspectives held in the School. The same results may not have
occurred if the interim dean'’s effort to diversify contacts had not been made. One
outcome of exposing diverse faculty to the consultant was to encourage participa-
tion of more faculty members. When the consultant was not trusted by a given fac-
ulty member, however, some other member of the core development team served a
similar function.

The relationships among the core group grew over time
and resulted in a number of faculty communicating directly and frequently with the
consultant. They telephoned and wrote between site visits. They invited the con-
sultant to conferences and to participate in writing papers and preparing presenta-
tions. The consultant moved from visitor consultant to an external consultant to an
inside consultant. She remained a consultant in the sense that she never became
vested in the particular program they designed or in local politics. The consultant
frequently talked about “being adopted by some of the School's faculty” during the
redesign process. She observed that now when she attends national conferences,
she is treated as a valued colleague by a wide range f “local site” faculty.

For the consultant, the experience provided insights
about four key factors in a change process. A primary factor was the need to under-
stand the context. This meant that she needed to get to know the faculty, their
strengths and capacities, who stuck with things and followed through, and who
could be counted on for what. She also needed to understand what local politics ex-
isted, what administrators could and would sapport, what the nature of support and
challenge to faculty consultant and administrators would be, and what level of
change would be possible in a given length of time. For example, after the consult-
ant had worked with the faculty for about four months, she realized that by surmmer
1989, it might be possible for the departments to have new programs on paper.
Whether or not faculty would ever implement the programs was a question that was
dependent on change in the environment and the capacity of individual faculty.

Understanding the people and institution from the
consultant’s perspective was only one part of the understandings that had to be de-
veloped. A related factor, and equally important, was developing an understanding
of the context from the perspective of the local faculty. This included not only un-
covering their ideas about why things were as they were, but also what change

170

RS



might be worthwhile and probable. As the process unfolded the consultant kept in
mind that what was being learned had to be interpreted from the perspectives of the
faculty members themselves. That is, whatever is happening is being experienced
by the faculty in ways that may differ significantly from that of the consultant. Un-
derstanding the faculty’s interpretations helps with plans for developing effective
working groups and assessing progress.

A second factor that became apparent to the consultant
was the need to build a professional community. This need is even more evident to-
day, as the programs are in their first semester of implementation, than it was dur-
ing the pilot. During the redesign work the external consultant’s role reinforced and
supported a professional community. The professional community norms that were
initiated contributed to the successful design and piloting of programs. For ex-
ample, during tense deliberations, the consultant acted to keep conversation open
when someone acted to set up roadblocks to progress. She would offer multiple
suggestions, raise new questions, and illustrate different responses to a given prob-
lem. Another contribution to the professional community was her role in helping to
find solutions and actions that suited a wide variety of people.

A third factor was the importance of effective leadership
among faculty and administrato:s. From the consultant’s perspective, faculty and
administrator leaders are critical to initiating, advancing, and carrying out change.
Neither faculty nor administrators can carry out redesign work alone. The inpor-
tance of having shared visions and support for the redesign cannot be overstated.

A fourth important factor was the capacity to accommo-
date ambiguity and error. The increase in stress on the institutional structures and
individuals must be expected. Feelings related to survival appear to be dependent
on members trusting the knowledge, motives, and skills of others, as well as having
faith in their own capacities. While risk to individuals seemed to diminish as goals
were identified and individuals begin to make commitments, tension for the system
is likely to continue well beyond initial program implementation.
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FURTHER QUESTIONS

Program redesign with the use of a consultant in a lead-
ership role raises many questions. Among these are: Was all of this necessary as
part of the change process? What is the nature of the relationships among people
that are needed for change? What is the best balance to strike between interper-
sonal relationships and distance? What site-specific circumstances could alter the
external consultant’s role? As the process of redesign is undertaken in other institu-
tions, answers to these and related questions may emerge.
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CASE THREE: CHANGE
THROUGH
COMPREHENSIVE
DELIBERATION IN A LARGE,

MULTIPURPOSE INSTITUTION

8

HENRIETTA L. BARNES

Overview. While the goal of the preceding chapter
was to engage faculty within a single unit of the university in reforming the profes-
sional studies component of a teachcr education program, this chapter describes ef-
forts to engender institutional support across several units of a large university. The
approach described in this case was designed to build support by allowing fac-
ulty within every deparunent that contributed to the education of teache:s to have
input at several stages of the redesign process. The approach was based on the
premise that support for the program would be more likely if the resulting de-
sign contained elements of the diverse perspectives and interests of different fac-
ulty groups across campus. Through analysis of the tensions and fiustrations that
accompany such collaboration, questions are raised concerning the linmits of shared
understandings for reconciling fundamental differences in view of competing re-
form agendas. Althoug" deliberations were often seen us uncomfortable and
irustrating, the educative value of having open discussions about the education of
teachers is highlighted as critical to improving the status of teacher education on univer-
sity camzuses. &
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When components of a teacher education program are
the responsibility of different departments of the university, dialogue across these
departments about the purposes and goals of the total program is traditionally
nonexistent. Yet, deliberation about the conception of the teacher that guides the
selection of essential content should be consistent across the different elements, if
the student’s preparation to teach is to be experienced as coherent. Creating a
forum within which common understandings can be shaped is a challenging en-
terprise. But the task is essential if comprehensive change in the total program
is to be accomplished.

As part of its attempt Lo 1eform its teacher education
program, one of the 11 institutions in the Michigan State University Exxon project
addressed this problem through the approach described here. This case describes
how one institution structured opportunities for discussions that involved rep-
resentative faculty and administrators from across the university, and teachers and
administrators from the public schools. These deliberations spanned one academic
year and culminated in proposals that are currently undergoing further refinement
and negotiation in preparation for academic governance review. The inclusive
approach used brought into focus the diverse perspectives held by different groups
about teaching and teacher education, and highlighted the tensions that have
historically made comprehensive change of the total teacher education program
problematic. This case description discusses those tensions, and ways that the
original proposal is being modified to respond to the diverse interests of all participants.

Deliberation around issues of teacher education reform
occurred at several levels, and included a variety of participants over time. Figure 1
illustrates the groups that were organized to deliberate about the redesign of the
teacher education program. Faculty within the Department of Teacher Education
began the discussions in 1986-87. Small faculty groups were formed at that time to
consider the criticisms and calls for reform of tcacher education that were part of
the national debate about the quality of teaching and teacher education.

In spring 1987, the advisory committee of the Depart-
ment of Teacher Education invited the advisory groups of the other departments in
the college to join them in initiating a proposal for pursuing these ideas on a
collegewide basis. The proposal was drafted in the form of a resolution and was
submitted to the College Council, a body comprising faculty representatives from
each department, the department chairs, and chairs of each of the standing commit-
tees within the College of Education for discussion. The College Count ii then
established a task force with membership carefully planned to include faculty from
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all departments of the college. That group met across the span of one year and
hammered out goals for improving the existing program. Further, the task force
outlined strategies for communicating with others in departments that were
providing general education courses and specialty area studies for teacher can-
didates, to test the validity of the stated goals and to develop consensus conceming
ways to achieve these goals with students.

The goal of extending the conversation held a purpose
beyond wanting to establish dialogue among those faculty and administrators who
shared some responsibility for the teacher education program and, thus, were
stakeholders in the enterprise. Support from faculty and administrators across the
several departments of the university was seen as essential. It was assumed that
such support could be built through reasoned deliberations and that faculty across
the campus would come to share ownership for whatever proposals eventually
would be submitted through academic governance.

Creating a structure within which to develop support and
ownership, and selecting participants were in themselves difficult tasks. Deciding
how to begin such a conversation was complicated because of the diversity of
backgounds and interests of various stakeholders. The organization that was estab-
lished to carry on these discussions was based on the assumption that faculty from
the arts and sciences would be more likely to see the discussions as relevant and
worthy of their time investment if they felt that the outcomes of the deliberations
would directly affect students majoring in their departments. Thus, it was reasoned,
it would make sense to organize discussions by disciplinary areas. In contrast to
this view, however, was the argument that while schools require teachers who can
teach the various subject matters, schools also need teachers who understand
conditions that extend beyond the teaching of those subjects as they work with
learners, parents, communities, and social agencies. Organizing groups that
paralleled the professional workplace, therefore, would bring cross-disciplinary
perspectives to the discussion of problems of educating youth.

Furthermore, the forum would be more likely to achieve
its goals if participants entered into discussions in good faith, willing to share their
points of view openly, to weigh arguments for and against different positions, and
to come to reasoned conclusions about what could be done collectively to ensure
that prospective teachers were well educated and prepared to engage in profes-
sional work. On the one band, the effort could quickly become a shambles if
participants chose to use the forum to argue their own perspectives uncritically, It
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was assumed that participating in this kind of dialogue would be more comfortable
within faculty groups who had some common experiences and perspective, and
from whom individual faculty could expect support as well as challenge. Thus,
it was concluded, participants should be grouped so that the discussion could
center on students from related fields that had a common disciplinary base.
This arrangement would allow faculty to focus on the students with whom they
were familiar, but would force them to generalize to students beyond their majors.

In the end, it was determined that these considerations
should be accommodated within teams that brought faculty from related disciplines
together, with faculty that represented different approaches to educational di-
lemmas. Then tc ensure that cross-disciplinary perspectives were represented,
participants from all of the departments of the college of education with back-
grounds in social, philosophical, and psychological foundation areas, mathematics,
science, literacy, social studies, history, and clinical studies were included on each
team. Based on this rationale, three teams were formed:

= one with primary participation from the Colleges of Natural Sciences
and Agriculture that included faculty from mathematics and various sci-
ence areas, agriculture, and physical education;

= one with the Colleges of Arts and Letters and Communication Arts that
included English, history, foreign languages, art, music, audiology and
speech sciences, and journalism; and

= one with the Colleges of Social Sciences and Human Ecology that
brought together faculty from the various social sciences, early
childhood education, and home economics education.

Resistance to the idea of such comprehensive delib-
cration showed itself almost immediately. While deans of the various colleges
supported the idea that the institution should join the Holmes Group, and although
they had been kept informed throughout earlier discussions, they expressed
concern that they had not given formal approval for the College of Education’s
recommendations. When the proposal to engage in deliberation about these ideas
was first discussed with department chairs and selected faculty, some deans
wondered if they were being bypassed and asked that faculty be appointed through
their offices. Other deans preferred that a College of Education representative
contact department chairs, and still others were comfortable with faculty being
contacted directly.
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On later reflection, it was clear that many of the tensions
felt initially within the teams arose from the ambiguity of the situation. While the
recommendations of the College of Education task force were used as a spring-
board for discussions, teams were encouraged not to let these ideas constrain their
consideration of other promising directions. The task force report had focused on
four primary goals that this group wanted for all graduates of the teacher education
program and had recommended continuation of program features that ensure
articulation and program coherence. Specifically, the program should:

»  instill deep understanding of subject matter disciplines and related con-
tent specific pegagogy;

= inculcate a deep commitment to equitable access for all children to
valuable, empowering knowledge, and develop the capacity of
graduates to work with children having special educational neecs;

s equip graduates to establish “learning communities” in their classrooms
and schools, in order to realize the goals of academic learning and so-
cial justice; and

= instill professional norms that would improve graduates' engagement in
the profession, decision-making, and practice in the future.

In addition, the College of Education task force had
recommended that professional and clinical study be integrated with study of the
major field within a liberal baccalaureate degree program, with certification coming
at the end of a master’s degree that included an extensive internship around
extended professional roles for teachers. A specific proposal for program credit
blocks and courses had not yet been drafted. Since the College of Education faculty
wanted such a proposal to reflect the broad interests of the university community,
the idea was to talk about what was needed and possible ways to respond to those
needs collectively. The actual design of the curriculum and ways that it would be
delivered were to be accomplished through later developmental work. The College
of Education had proposed del'beration about ideas, and wanted both reaction to
the proposals and suggestions from other stakeholders on other ways to proceed.
The teams were asked to consider these recommendations, generate others, and
come to some agreement that could shape the final plans.

In hindsight, the planners might have anticipated the
difficulty inherent in talking, at a conceptual level, about ideas that, if adopted,
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would strongly affect the work of the discussants. Political and resource questions
were raised repeatedly. Faculty expressed their unwillingness to spend time talking
about visions that might not come to fruition. They saw time spent in this way as a
waste of valuable energies. Some wanted assurance that whatever they came up
with would be implemented without change. Others had difficulty imagining how
teacher education could be done differently because no additional resources had
been promised. Still others saw the political difficulties of trying to change the
structure and nature of the teacher education program and felt powerless to
confront these realities.

Other tensions stemmed from very different perceptions
among participants about what teachers need to know and be able to do, in order to
begin to teach. Faculty across all units had strong beli fs about what prospective
teachers should and should not study, and what they cot.ld and could not learn. The
preparation of elementary teachers is a case in point. The proposal for elementary
education students to have a regular academic major was not universally embraced
by faculty as a good idea. While most saw the need for elementary teachers to have
deeper understandings of the subjects they teach, they questioned the feasibility of
such a requirement. For some, the idea of an academic major for elementary candi-
dates seemed ludicrous because they did not accept the preniise that elementary
teachers need to know a great deal more about the content they would be teaching
than is actually taught in the elementary curriculum. According to this view, prepa-
ration to teach a subject to small children requires knowing little more than intro-
ductory level coursework in the various areas. Others saw the requirement for an
academic major as foolish because they believed that aspiring elementary teachers
would not be able to pass the courses required of a “regular” major. Despite the fact
that the current all-university grade point average for students admitted to the
elementary education program is as high as that of students accepted by disciplin-
ary departments for their majors, the perception that these students are unable to
succeed in rigorous programs persists among some faculty in the arts and sciences.

Despite these dissenting views, however, most team par-
ticipants supported the recommendation for stronger preparation in the academic
disciplines that undergird elementary school teaching. What that preparation
should include, however, was another matter for debate. Some coitended that
elementary teachers, like their secondary counterparts, should major in a single
academic discipline. This argument was supported by the contention that intensive
study of one field can empower teachers to understand other disciplinary fields. In
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addition, it was argued, in-depth understanding in one field would make apparent
the udvantages to teachers of having such knowledge, and would encourage them
to continue their learning in other fields after they completed the preparation
program. Others asserted that special majors should be constructed for elementary
teachers. These majors should be as intellectually rigorous as traditional disciplin-
ary majors in academic departments, but might be designed to expose prospective
elementary teachers to a range of intellectual territory that would prepare them
more broadly for teaching all the subjects in the elementary school. The concern of
primary importance to these advocates was that these majors would not consist of
strings of introductory courses, but would be sets of courses that exposed students
to the fundamental ideas of the discipline in ways appropriate for their career goals.

Discussions about what constituted an appropriate
undergraduate major raised other important questions for all teacher education
students, secondary as well as elementary, about knowledge and whether or not
knowledge of one area can generalize more broadly to other areas. One set of
arguments was based on the conjecture that teachers need to be liberally educated
individuals and, thus, should be allowed to major in any field they wish to pursue.
This position was supported by the reasoning stated above that held that students
who come to know how knowledge in a particular discipline is generated, vali-
dated, and organized can effectively help their students develop such under-
standings in other fields. The counter-argument was based on the view that there
are particular majors that have so little connection with the subject matter taught in
elementary and secondary schools . hat students should be encouraged to major in
a select number of academic disciplines. The goal of undergraduate and graduate
teacher education, it was argued, was not only that teachers cen.e to understand
disciplinary knowledge in general, but that they understand deeply the particular
disciplines they will teach.

Deliberations about the substance of pedagogical studies
were also controversial. The view that education courses have no substance, and
the accompanying assumption that tliere is, in fact, nothing of substance to
teach in such courses was not often articulated. Nevertheless, discussions often re-
vealed the skepticism that some faculty had concerning both the need for more in-
tensive pedagogical study and questions about the nature of such content. De-
spite position papers written to explicate the rationale for providing stronger
connections between a student’s disciplinary study and the pedagogy for teaching
school subjects for understanding, and the need for greater integration of these
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knowledge areas with knowledge about diverse learners and multiple contexts,
these views remained basically unchanged throughout the deliberations.

On the one hand, faculty across all groups agreed with
the need for teachers to be sensitive to diverse learners, capable of becoming
advocates for all learners, and able to confront injustice where they encounter it in
educational and community settings. On the other hand, they did not always recog-
nize the legitimacy of such knowledge for teacher education. While faculty did not
disagree with the statistics that point to grave difficulties confronting teachers in
sonie settings, they also did not see the study of these contexts as critical to
teaching. For some, these issues are the domain of study for policy makers and
administrators, but not for teachers. Others would ignore these factors c» the
grounds that they influence learning little, if at all, and therefore should only be
touched on briefly in education courses, but require little more. Similar questions
were raised about the importance of understanding the diversity which learners
bring into the classroom. In the end, however, it was not so much that the proposed
content was not recognized as important, but that faculty did not agree about how
teachers can learn what they need to know.

Perceptions about how individuals learn to teach tended
to be more consistent among faculty within the College of Education than across
college affiliations. Faculty in the College of Education generally accepted the idea
that teacher candidates had to construct understandings, both of teaching as
presently exists, and of ways that the practice of teaching could be different. They
believed that the entering assumptions, attitudes, and conceptions of teaching that
aspiring teachers hold must be made visible, so that alternative conceptions of
teaching, leaming, learners, and schools could be considered. Faculty in the College
of Education embraced the notion that important, but different ways of understand-
ing teaching and learning must be accommodated within a coherent framework of
knowledge domains. They believed, further, that the opportunity to develop these
understandings must be thoughtfully constructed, using a variety of materials and
experiences. They recognized that such learning requires coherent pregramming
and an extended time frame.

These assumptions were not generally shared by faculty
in other departments. While other faculty saw the same needs being demonstrated
by their students, they tended to interpret these needs as deficits in the students'
academic preparation (i.e.. too few courses in the disciplines) rather than as
problems stemming from too little integration of disciplinary study with the study
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of teaching, leaners, and schools. Thus, solutions proposed by such faculty gener-
ally focused on ways to include more content in the major fields, rather than on
ways to deepen both disciplinary and pedagogical understandings. Such recommen-
dations on content were also justified on the grounds that novices should be ex-
pected to learn to teach “on the job.” Given this premise, the primary purpose of the
university program would be to expose students to knowledge that might be useful,
either as an orientation to the demands of their future teaching roles, or as ideas
they might later use as teachers. Helping novices create networks of understanding
that bridge theory and practice was not completely accepted by faculty on these
teams. Thus, tensions about both the appropriate substance and the duration of the
professional studies component continued throughout the yearlong deliberations.

In addition to the debates mentioned above, three pri-
mary concerns surfaced early and persisted throughout the year. One of these
concems focused on discussions of the advantages and disadvantages of proposing
certification at the end of a master's degree program. Another had to do with a
desire, on the part of other colleges, to include disciplinary study across both the
baccalaureate and master’s degree components of the program. Still another had to
do with the advisability of completing a master’s degree in the absence of full-time
teaching experience. Discussion of thes2 and related issues led to modifications in
the overall design of the integrated BA/MA srogram; these continue to be
further refined and negotiated inaividually with forum participants and the ad-
ministrators of the various departments that provide specialty area studies for
prospective teachers. Proposed modifications include:

s exploring the feasibility of a dual emphasis on both disciplinary study
and professional study at the BA level, with continued study of the
disciplines along with professional studies at the MA level;

s considering a model that provides provisional certification at the end of
the fifth year of study; and

s pursuing the possibility of including the induction year as part of the
master's degree program, thus providing support for first-year teachers
and allowing candidates to meet a substantial portion of their continu-
ing certification requirements as part of the program. This proposal
assumes that special education content will be merged with general
education content within the professional studies component of the
program.
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CONCLUSION

The decision to engage in long-term discussions across
all departinents of the university that contribute to the preparation of teachers was
grounded in the belief that only through understanding of the common agenda
could the institution hope to achieve its goal of improved teacher education. While
such a forum can foster some understanding, it is unlikely to be successful with all
participants. Thus, many of those who took part in these discussions remained
unconvinced.

The deliberative approach just described revealed many
of the tensions and difficulties inherent in instit ational change. Yet, the process was
useful for accomplishing some important purposes. While some participants
appeared reluctant to alter their current practices, others took the opportunity to
build more collaborative approaches to teacher education. Although some were
unwilling to accept basic premises of the reform agenda, they did patticipate in
discussions and present alternative points of view.

The primary value of the deliberaiive approach, how-
ever, lies in its educative function. Through this forum, faculty and some adminis-
trators (department chairs and assistant or associate deans) engaged in regnlar con-
versations about the educational needs of the nation's youth. Faculty considered
new views of learning and teaching and delved into the dilemmas confronting
teachers ia different contexts. This year was an opportunity to examine their own
values and perspectives on the role of various kinds of knowledge in teaching and
learning tc teach. Faculty from all departments had opportunities to influence the
perceptions and goals of faculty from departments with whom they had had vir-
tually no prior contact. Together they shared perspectives and contemplated
strategies for achieving the broad goals they each held.

While some teams were more successful than others in
achieving some consensus within the team, differences persisted across teams in
the priorities that different groups identified. Some teams were clearly more
focused on the importance of strong subject matter preparation, while others
placed somewhat more emphasis on developing understandings of learners,
contexts, and social justice issues. As an educative device, however, this forum
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highlighted education as an important and worthwhile commitment of the univer-
sity. It was also worthwhile as a vehicle for identifying ways to modify the proposal
to gain the support needed for formal univeisity approval.

Inasmuch as the process is not yet completed, the jur: is
still out concerning the final outcomes of these deliberations. Three things are
clear, however:

s there is more consensus about what is needed than there is about what
should be done about these needs,

» talking about these issues uncovered promising possibilities to pursue
as well as sore spots to avo’d, and

s knowing who one's likely allies are provides the possibility of develop-
ing broad faculty ownership of the ideas. These realizations are impor-
tant since the academic governance system relies on political support
from all colleges for proposed curricular changes. Knowing where such
support already exists, and where other support can be built
is invaluable for the success of proposals for change.

Building such support is particularly important in univer-
sities where teacher education is considered an all-university responsibility. The
sort of support that is needed, however, requires that faculty work together over
time, as they educate students with whom they have continuing relationships. Next
steps, therefore, include plans for cross-disciplinary faculty to form faculty cohorts
that will enact the curriculum that is ultimately negotiated through the academic
governance system of the university. As these cohorts collectively plan and imple-
ment strategies that foster the conc “ptual understandings and teaching competence
of their mutual students, faculty are likely to further refine and develop shared con-
ceptions of teacher education that they can fully support.

Unless university faculty and administrators come to
embrace common goals, and develop proposals that they can participate in fully,
the aim of creating comprehensive reform will not be realized. Yet, creating a forum
for the sharing of ideas is frustrating, difficult, and politically dicey. Nonetheless, it
is essential that such dialogue occur if teacher education is to become
an important mission of the university. The approach described here is one
way to begin the conversation.
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CASE FOUR: BUILDING
ON FACULTY COMMITMENT
IN A SMALL LIBERAIL ARTS

COLLEGE

9

SHIRLEY RICHNER

Overview. Contexts of institutions vary enormously.
Where existing communication patterns are relatively open and conversations
across departmental units are ongoing, efforts to reform teacher education can
evolve rather easily. Building on positive attitudes and faculty relationships, re-
newed commitments to teacher education may be adopted readily with littie or no
dissension. The case description that follows illustrates the advances that were
possible within the context of a small liberal arts college. In contrast to the difficul-
ties associated with cross-departmental deliberations described in Chapter 8, it is
tempting to speculate that the important distinction to note between these two
cases is the size of the institution. On the contrary, change within a small institution
may be equally or even more difficult if faculty are not supportive of proposed
changes. A single dissenting voice can carry great weight when faculty numbers are
small. When faculty trust and support one another, on the other hand, these quali-
ties become instrumental in accomplishing proposed reforms. B
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Liberal arts collegos have a long history of involvement
in teacher education. Some of this involvement has developed because of the desire
of private religious colleges to prepare teachers for their related K-12 private
schools. But the tie between liberal arts and teacher education is much broader
than the preparation of teachers for specific schools. The emphasis on liberal arts
that is at the heart of the mission statements of most private colleges leads logically
to the additional mission of preparing the teachers who will contribute liberal edu-
cation at all grade levels and in both public and private schools. Whitworth College,
a private, residential, liberal arts college located in Spokane, Washington, is an ex-
ample of this traditional partnership between liberal arts and teacher education.

The development of the Knowledge Base for the Begin-
ning Teacher volume by the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Educa-
tion (AACTE) provided the impetus for study and change for the teacher education
programs at Whitworth College. The purpose of the two-year project at Whitworth
was to implement changes in the knowledge base used in the preparation program
for beginning teachers. This project included an in-depth study of the recommenda-
tions made by the authors of the KBBT volume. These recommendations were
compared to the knowledge base in use in the department’s existing program. With
this knowledge as a reference point, Whitworth’s education faculty made decisions
about the importance of the knowledge contained in the KBBT volume, and in exist-
ing courses in relation to the conceptual framework which was developed for
Whitworth’s program. These decisions led to the implementation of changes in
courses and programs.

INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT
FOR CHANGE

Before this project began, teacher education programs at
Whitworth were generally considered successful. Graduates of the program were in
demand by school districts and evaluations of first-year teachers showed a high de-
gree of satisfaction with the current program. Because the current programs were
view~d as successful, there was a difference in the degree of faculty members' per-
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ceptions of the need for change to be brought about through the project. It is always
harder to “fix" things that are not broken. To broaden faculty support for the
project, the task was approached as a professional growth and renewal effort.

From the start, the faculty of the education department
had a shared vision for teacher education. The programs were “owned” by the de-
partment as a whole, and the expectations for faculty wecre high. There was a long
history of working together in a consensus model. The number of people in the de-
partment was small enough for total involvement, but large enough to have diverse
ideas and interaction. The ten full-time faculty members had the basic responsibility for
change. Their preparation represented expertise and experience in elementary,
secondary, special education (including gifted education), multicultural, educa-
tional foundations, evaluation, and liberal arts disciplines. Sone of the people had
taught in the department for more than two decades; others only a few years.

In addition to the advantage of size, the department fac-
ulty genuinely liked each other and cared about the personal and professional suc-
cess of the other members. No one hesitated to say what they thought, yet all were
kind to each other. The working relationship of this group of people was an impor-
tant part of the context for change.

The Education Department is the largest department of
the college. More than 20% of the graduates who receive their B.A. degrees each
year have also obtained their teaching certificates. Between 120 and 160 students
receive their initial teaching certification each year.

Another important factor in the institutional context was
the close working relationship among the education faculty and the faculty of the
other college departments. Whitworth's Education department and content depart-
ments have historically viewed themselves as partners in teacher education with
Joint responsibility for the success of beginning teachers. The faculty in the content
areas model good teaching and participate in the selection process for students
seeking to enter the teaching profession. Education faculty serve on the teaching
teams for the core program and act as resources for college-wide faculty develop-
ment. Achieving this working relationship has been a twenty-year project. It has re-
quired constant attention as faculty and programs changed.

Teaching excellence is also a characteristic of the educa-
tion experience at Whitworth, Outstanding teaching is a prerequisite for both tenure and
promotion throughout the institution. This historic priority for good teaching cre-
ates an atmosphere in which the study of teaching is valued.
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Another important component of the context for change
at Whitworth was the positive and supportive attitude of the institution’s adminis-
trators. The college encourages creativity and change, and administrators provide
support for departments that wish to implement changes. Changes are easier to
make when decisions and approvals are all made at the institution. A private college
like Whitworth does not face the more complex decision-making process that most
public institutions have.

These factors created an institutional climate that was
very supportive of initiating and implementing change in the teacher preparation
program at Whitworth. Unlike many larger, comprehensive institutions, the college
did not face such obstacles as low prestige accorded to teacher education, lack of
administrative support for the costs and process of instituting change, problems
with collaboration across departments, or a slow-moving bureaucratic structure for
implementing new programs. The absence of such obstacles allowed the college to
proceed at a rapid pace and with a high degree of consensus in developing the new
program for teacher preparation.

NATIONAL AND STATE CONTEXT
FOR CHANGE

The state of Washington responded in very direct fashion
to the series of national reports in the mid-1980s that called for reform in K-12 edu-
cation and teacher education. A comprehensive study, commissioned by the State
Superintendent of Public Instruction, concluded that teacher education in the state
of Washington, was “not at risk.” An example of evidence leading to this conclusion
is the fact that almost all of the state's teacher education programs were NCATE
accredited. But, despite this evidence of healthy professional preparation, the na-
tional reform movement swept across the state anyway.

At Whitworth, the effect of these national studies was to
increase the amount of time that faculty and administrators within the Education
Department had to spend with those outside the depar nent to keep them informed
about the quality of teacher education at our institution. The erroneous assumption
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that the information contained in these reports was true of Whitworth's programs
had to be corrected with the entire campus community.

The NCATE redesign had a more positive ir.fluence on
change. Whitworth College valued its long-term NCATE accreditation, and was will-
ing to invest time and resources to meet the new stricter standards. Whitworth
viewed the knowledge base standards as the central focus of the new NCATE stan-
dards as well as the ideal starting place for implementing changes in courses and
programs. Therefore, faculty deliberation about knowledge base issues became the
initial focus of the change effort and a central element of this project.

Some of the new state requirements played a major role
in creating the framework for Whitworth's change process. One component of the
governor's program was the provision to offer, for the first time in the state, initial
certification programs at the graduate level. These programns were designed to at-
tract qualified people with B.A. degrees in liberal arts subjects into the teaching pro-
fession. The development of the Master in Teaching program leading to initial certi-
fication was a major pari of the change process at Whitworth. The requirement for
all teachers to have Master’s degrees before continuing certification was also in-
cluded in this legislation. This requirement led to changes in advanced programs for
experienced teachers as well as reconceptualized programs for beginning teachers.

The other major factor at the state level was the revision
of the program approval standards and certification requirements. The new state
standards, which are similar to the NCATE standards, are designed to avoid dupli-
cation. Like the new NCATE standards, the revised state standards require institu-
tions to base the components of the professional preparation program on a
“theoretically sound and research-based framework.” The state standards also seek
assurance that the education unit has “established procedures for the review of
such theory and research regularly, and has made a commitment to revise the pro-
fessional preparation program on the basis of evaluation of the program and rel-
evant new knowledge in the field.” The need to meet such standards obviously gave
impetus to the Whitworth knowledge base implementation project.

The office of the State Superintendent for Public Instruc-
tion had a history of supporting creativity and change in teacher education. The
state has established teacher education advisory boards, beginning teacher as-
sistance programs, and a number of other innovative programs, Institutions are en-
couraged to go beyond basic standards in the development of their programs. The
state’'s requirements, for the most part, are broad and leave room for the faculty at
each institution to develop creative professional programs.
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The overall context in which Whitworth undertook to re-
examine and revise its approach to teacher preparation was a positive one. While
national reform proposals and new state requirements placed the teacher education
program under increased scrutiny and accountability, there was also clear guidance
on the general objectives for change and an encouragement of innovation within
the state. The supportive environment at the institution level allowed the Education
Department to utilize these external factors as facilitators for the change process.

PROCESS OF CHANGE
IN TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAMS
AT WHITWORTH COLLEGE

Change efforts at Whitworth used the KBBT volume as a
voint of departure for responding to the state’s mandates for redesigning teacher
education programs. The faculty of the Educaiion Department specifically
chose to concentrate their efforts on the knowledge base for a number of rea-
sons. They included:

1. The department’s belief that the specialized knowledge for teacher edu-
cation should be central to the program and that all courses and deci-
sions should be made in relationship to it.

2. The increased emphasis on the importance of the knowledge base for
beginning teachers in the new NCATE standards and in the new Wash-
ington State certification standards.

3. Whitworth College’s emphasis on departmental study and change.

4. The department's need to revise the conceptual framework of its pro-
grams and to ensure that the most recent research and theory were be-
ing used in all of its courses and programs.

5. The department's desire for each faculty member to have a better un-
derstanding of the total program and of the place of each of their
courses in the program.
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6. The department’s desire for clearer and more direct relationships
between the courses and the conceptual framework and improved
communication of these relationships to students.

Additionally, two crucial elements allowed this effort to
move forward. One was the leadership role of AACTE in organizing developmental
projects on the professional knowledge base for beginning teachers. The other fac-
tor was the financial support provided by an external grant with which the project
was initiated.

Actual changes in teacher education programs could oc-
cur only if the ten faculty members of the Education Department initiated, devel-
oped, and implemented these changes. For this to happen, the faculty needed to
spend large blocks of time together. A series of one- and two-rday retreats was
planned. Classes were cancelled and faculty were paid a small stipend for retreats
that extended into the weekend.

The agenda for the first retreat was an in-depth study of
the knowledge bases of the current program, with special attention to the strengths
and weaknesses of each content area. This close look at the knowledge base for
teacher education programs seemed like a logical place to begin because of the per-
ceived success of those programs and because of each faculty member's personal
and professional investment in each of those courses. Beginning here, however,
tended to strengthen the status quo, and make changes more difficult.

The next step was for each faculty member to review the
material from the KBBT volume. This was organized according to the teaching
areas of each faculty member. The department had to work from manuscripts as
they became available because much of the change process occurred before the
book was published. At first this was experienced as a major handicap. But it forced
the faculty to assume the primary role in the development of its own programs, and
allowed the book to be a source rather than a blueprint. In retrospect, the timing of
the book seemed to be an advantage rather than a handicap. It became available
after the department was asking all of the right questions.

Each faculty member had to incorporate the new knowl-
edge that the profession believed to be important with what he or she already knew
and believed about teaching. The next retreats then dealt with the comparison of
this recommended knowledge base with the knowledge already in use in each of
the courses.
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The department continued to meet in its regular two
hour sessions in the time between the retreats, Although other business had to be
conducted during these meetings, at least a part of the time was devoted to continu-
ing the knowledge base discussions. This kept the project at the forefront of the
departrient’s work throughout the two-year period of the change process.

An outside consultant met with the department at one of
the early retreats to discuss the change process. This consultant helped the depart-
ment see the need for revising and developing the conceptual framework for the be-
ginning teacher program, and for relating each of the program components to this
framework. She also challenged some of the department's current thinking and
practice and suggested directions and sources which would prove basic to the
changes that were actually made.

DEVELOPING A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The next step for the department was to develop the
conceptual framework. This was a difficult part of the process, and progress
occurred only after some decisions were made about knowledge base priorities.
When the departinent was dealing with both areas simultaneously—knowledge
base priorities and conceptual framework—they were able to make progress. The
addition of new sources and knowledge, and the reaffirmation of some current
knowlerige, generated new ideas about the overall conceptual framework. During
these early meetings, several faculty members who were on the cutting edge of pro-
fessional knowledge served as imporiant mentors for younger and older faculty.
Their knowledge and enthusiasm kept the departinent interested and energized.

Teacher education programs in the state of Washington
have advisory councils composed of teachers and administrators from public
schools in the area. The council which works with Whitworth’s ‘ racher education
program was advisory to the total change process. The council | ticipated in some
of the retreats and meetings and met with the consultants. Th  council knew the
college’s current progranis well, and was willing to work closcly with the faculty
throughout the change process.

The department also received assistance from five other
area colleges that were involved in the knowledge base change process at their own
institutions. The department chairs from these five institutions met regularly to
compare their procedures and progress. Because these institutions were regional,
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there was little expense involved in the meetings. The institutions were both small
and large, public and private, and were located in large cities and small towns. The
variety of these institutions and of the procedures each of them used helped to give
perspective and support.

The department chair benefitted from the collaboration
gained as a member of AACTE's Knowledge Base Committee during the two
years of the change process. Since the other institutions represented on this
committee were also involved in related projects with their own institutions,
this committee was able to provide perspective, support, and new ideas for procedures.

SMALL GROUP TASK STRUCTURE

The next step in the change procedure was the formation
of small groups to work on specific areas of the program. The idea of using small
groups to accomplish tasks was new to the department. Because only ten people
are involved in the total unit, the norin was for everyone to be involved in ev-
erything. Small groups were established in four areas: elementary educatinn,
secondary education, foundations, and special education. Part-time facult: an:
practitioners were added to these groups. The productivity of the small groups con-
vinced everyone that better work could be done by fewer people—as long as the
total group was in charge of the “master plan.” A trust developed within each of the
small groups, over time and, a respect for the work of the groups became evident in
the departiment retreats and meetings.

During the period when the groups were developing their
recommendations for departmental actions, the advisory council members joined
the small groups for an intensive discussion. The addition of these people was an
important part of the change process, and many of the eventual changes were sug-
gested in this session.

At the same time the department was working on the
knowledge base for professional education, it also redesigned the requirements for
endorsements in each of the content areas. Faculty from each of the subject area
departments worked with the education faculty on these revisions. These cross-
disciplinary faculty groups also revised the methods courses in the content area
which are taught within these departments.

As decisions were made about changes, other program
options began to develop. As they did, additional groups were formed to work out
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the details of the proposed option and to present it to the Education Department.
The most important option to develop during the change process was the Master in
Teaching degree. This program for beginning teachers would provide graduate pro-
fessional education leading to certification for people who already had B.A. de-
grees. The decision was made to develop this new certification program in ad-
dition to the undergraduate certification program. The procedure for working
on the graduate program was different because this was a totally new program
and required instituiional action as well as departmental action.

A commiittee of four faculty members was appointed by
the Professional Learning Council of the college to assist the Education Department
in the development of this new graduate degree. These faculty represented the fol-
lowing departments: English, physical education, communications, and art. These
faculty members met with faculty from the education department to work on the
knowledge base and all degree requirements for this alternative route to certi-
fication, which is new in the state of Washington. Progress reports were made to
the graduate school, the Professional Learning Council, college administrators, the
education department, and the Board of Trustees. Final approval was obtained
from each of these groups.

Another knowledge source originally developed with the
graduate degree in mind also became an influence on the conceptual base for the
undergraduaie program. As a part of the grant that funded the knowledge base
change process, a research project was conducted to study the knowledge base of
experienced teachers who were selected as experts by their peers. As the study of
these teachers (Michaelis, 1989) progressed, it became clear that there were impli-
cations for undergraduate as well as graduate programs. Certain knowledge, skills,
and models were more appropriate for preservice programs, and these were
presented to the Education Department for consideration.

Throughout the process of program reform, communica-
tion was very important. The retreats and meetings required thorough and immedi-
ate follow-up action so that the next steps could be done. This became especially
crucial after the small groups began to meet, and the entire department needed to
be informed about their progress. The department chair and the chairs of the small
groups were responsible for writing and distributing minutes of the meetings and
for taking the actions recommended by the groups or the department.
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THE CHALLENGE OF REAL CHANGE

During the department retreats and meetings, faculty
members were not defensive about their courses or the status quo of the current
programs. Everyone was willing to consider the sources of knowledge that were ba-
sic to current programs and to entertain the suggestions made in the KBBT volume
and its associated references. But problems began to surface when the process
reached the next stage. Although the faculty had created the new program and had
agreed to implement the appropriate changes in their courses, it was difficult for
them to actually go into the classroom and teach a familiar course differently. This
factor was the most difficult one encountered in the change process at Whitworth,
People agreed about the changes that needed to happen; each person intended for it
to happen, but at first, it didn't.

After the unity of the group and the excitement about the
group decisions, it was discouraging and puzzling to find that although the minutes
of the meetings and retreats looked good, the same old courses, using the same old
sources, were being taugh). An analysis of the situation led to the conclusion that
lack of time was the major factor in the barrier to change. Lack of time was not an
easy obstacle to overcome, but at least it was easier to handle than overt resistance
to change.

Other colleges involved in reconceptualizing the teacher
education knowledge base with Whitworth were also experiencing this problem.
One of the methods that helped faculty members implen..nt changes in their
courses was for them to attend intensive, structured conferences with faculty mem-
bers who taught a similar course in other colleges. These meetings were set up to
include two course areas—for example, educational psychology and methods. The
first part of the meeting would involve methods professors meeting with each other
and psychology professors meeting with each other. Then, as the meetings pro-
gressed, everyone met together to find ways to integrate the learning from one area
with that from the other. Faculty returned from these meetings with new ideas and
enthusiasm for specific changes in their courses.

To encourage change in courses, the department chair
met individually with each faculty member to discuss implementation of the
changes agreed on by the department. For some, there was a need to establish
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timelines for change cooperatively. For others, these meetings provided the oppor-
tunity to discuss professional decisions related to the courses. The long-honored
right of each faculty member to teach courses based only on their own professional
Jjudgment was gradually surrendered for the privilege of having a part in making de-
cisions for the total program. New course outlines were developed that were
specifically related to the conceptual framework. Faculty beg: . to refer directly to
the knowledge base as a part of the rationale for each unit of ti.e course. The faculty
who were first to implement new courses became nodels for others. Course
outlines were shared and individuals helped each other make changes. The depart-
ment chair also modeled changes in the courses she taught.

SUPPORTING THE CHANGE PROCESS

The most important supvort for the changes came from
the faculty of the Education Department. Their positive attitude and good working
relationships were of key importance to the entire process.

Support for the process also care from the college
adninistration. There was support for released time for faculty, as well as pro-
visions for additional funding. The Vice President for Academic Affairs took a per-
sonal interest in the changes and attended presentations and meetings throughout
the two-year project.

In addition, a $48,000 grant of outside funding bought re-
leased time for the department chair and others to arrange the retreats and meet-
ings, to see that the decisions made by the groups were carried out, and to organize
and coordinate the activities of the advisory council and cluster college group. After
the funding was expended, the department continued to implement and evaluate
the knowledge base changes.

While the changes might have occurred in the absence of
financial support, it is unlikely that the process would have unfolded in the same
way. The financial resources allowed faculty to utilize ongoing opportunities to
engage in the deliberation process focused on the knowledge base, on the develop-
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ment of a conceptual framework, and on the relationship of courses to that frame-
work. While the state mandate required a response, support for this project allowed
the faculty to use the mandate as an occasion for substantial reform.

THE RESULTS OF CHANGE EFFORTS

The faculty at Whitworth spent two years reflecting,
revising, and creating a new basis for teacher education programs. As a result of
these ongoing efforts, they implemented a number of changes. The development of
a revised conceptual framework for teacher education programs was one of the
changes that occurred at Whitworth as a result of this knowledge base project. This
framework became the department’s guide to the other changes that occurred in
programs and courses. While many frameworks had been suggested and developed
during the early stages of the project, it was from the small group work that the fi-
nal framework developed. This uses Shulman’s four categori€s of the teachel’s role
(learner, knower, guardian, and member) and develops these in the context of the
beliefs and values of Whitworth College.

A knowledge base was established for the preparation
programs for beginning teach-»s. This knowledge base blends the recommen-
dations in the KBBT volume and ine knowledge base components that have made
Whitworth’s programs unique in the past. Guidelines of specialty groups were also
used as applicable. The faculty members responsible for each of the courses in the
program have selected areas of the program knowledge base for inclusion in their
courses. This base became the essential guide to changes in individual courses.

Each course was changed significantly to be sure that
the essential knowledge for each area was included. Faculty members are clear
about the relationship of the course they are teaching to the conceptual framework
of the program. This relationship is also explained to students, so that students are
continuously aware of the program as a whole, as well as of the purpose of each
class. Changes occurred in the content of all departmental courses. In many
courses, methods also changed as faculty began to model instructional strategies
that were consistent with the conceptual framework they had adopted.
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A new course, designed and added to the program, pro-
vides the content component of the multict ":ural field experience that is required of
all certification candidates. This course meets weekly for six weeks prior to the
month the students spend in another cultural setting; it also meets weekly for six
weeks after the students return The course is staffed by two Education De-
partment faculty. One of these teachers is Native American and has continuing ex-
perience teaching children in tribal schools. The other has traveled internationally
and worked with children’s programs in Asian countries. A faculty member from
the history department and a local high school teacher who is in charge of teaching
immigrant children complete the teaching team for this new course.

All of the content endorsement areas were revised. The
stale requires all teachers to have at least two endorsement areas and recently re-
vised the academic content required for these endorsements. The faculty of each of
the content areas and the faculty of the Education Department agreed on desirable
as well as required changes in the endorsement areas, and they separated the
endorsement sequences from college minors for students not seeking certification.
These new endorsements are now printed in the college catalog and are in effect.

A graduate program, the Master in Teaching Degree,
which leads to initial certification, was developed and implemented as part of this
project. Although there have been five-year undergraduate programs in Washington
State in the past, this is the first time a graduate program for initial certification has
been available in the state. This degree provides an intensive 15-month program for
students who hold B.A. degrees in liberal arts subjects and who wish to obtain
elementary or secondary certification. The first group of students completed the
program at the end of the 1990 summer term, and the second group of students is
currently enrolled in the program.

Because these graduate students are beginning teachers,
this program uses the same conceptual framework developed for the undergradu-
ates. But the program and the courses differ in ways that are appropriate for gradu-
ate students. Specifically, as a part of the Master in Teaching degree, a new core
course was developed. Such core courses have long been a part of undergraduate
degrees at Whitworth. They are interdisciplinary and focus on topics rather than on
sing'e academic subjects. They are team taught by faculty from various depart-
ments. Implementing the knowledge base for the Master in Teaching program led to
establishing a core course for Whitworth's graduate programs as well. The topic for
this course is “Milestones in Education: Issues and Beliefs.” It combinres the history
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and philosophy of education with a broad liberal arts perspective. It is taught by a
team of faculty who have expertise in the history of European education, English
and American literature, and American educational history and philosophy.

The department has undertaken this work in response to
new state requirements for a master’s degree as prerequisite to final certification.
This requirement ensures that, for the first time, formal education for all teachers in
the state will continue intc the first year of teaching. The research study on the
knowledge base of expert teachers done by Michaelis (1989), one of the Education
Department's full-time faculty members, was completed during the two-year period
of change. A knowledge base for experienced teachers can now be developed, and
the study of expert teachers will be used as one component of this development.
With the exception of the Master in Teaching program, knowledge bases for gradu-
ate programs have not been completed or implemented, but the department has be-
gun to work on them.

The department also began a collection of research stud-
ies and other information that forms the basis of Whitworth’s new programs. Anno-
tated bibliographies of the information sources that the department believes to be
most important are continuously added to this professional departmental file.

Changes in programs for beginning and experienced
teachers were an important outcome of this effort. Equally important was the fact
that this project resulted in a more knowledgeable faculty working together in more
productive and creative ways. A group of people working intensely on a project of
this magnitude experienced changes in themselves, as well as in the programs they
revised and created. There was a significant increase in the professional knowledge
of each of the faculty members. Everyone studied the new sources recommended in
the KBBT volume, and everyone reviewed the sources on which previous programs
were based. Because ttis project was action-oriented, the faculty learned much
more than they would have in more traditional faculty development programs. For
some faculty, the learning involved in this project added an advanced theoretical
perspective to their experience.

In addition to the changes that occurred in each faculty
member, important changes also took place in the way in which faculty work to-
gether. Even though the department faculty had a history of good working relation-
ships prior to the project, they learned to be more productive during this process.
They leamed to stay on task for longer periods and to stay with the big projects un-
til they were satisfied with them—for example, reaching consensus about the con-
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ceptual framework for beginning teachers. Faculty leammed to trust the work of
smaller groups so that things did not have to be redone in the larger group.

As a result of the two years spent in the development and
implementation of the conceptual framework for the knowledge base, the
Whitworth College Edncation Department learned that change is difficult and
exhausting. This period of change was both exciting and frightening—often at the
same time. At this point, the department and the college have the satisfaction of
knowing that significant improvements have been made in its programs.

Whitworth College’s experience with this effort was real-
ized in the larger context of creating new teacher education programs in liberal arts
colleges - programs that can meet the challenges of this decade without losing the
unique traditions of their rich heritages. It was especially rewarding to be part of
this change process at Whitworth College because the faculty was able to take a
program already considered successful, build on its strengths, and create a new
conceptual base for the program's objectives.
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EPILOGUE

MARLEEN C. PUGACH

Changing the practice of teacher education is not easy
work, but clearly such change is crucial to improving the quality of education in the
United States. This volume has tried to present a realistic picture of the problems
and challenges involved in changing how teacher education is carried out. The
purpose of our realism is not to dissuade those who face the daunting task of re-
form, but rather to encourage our colleagues that reform is in fact possible, and to
inform them that in many institutions the process has begun. Further, these places
can serve as examples and share how it feels to undergo the shifts that will be nec-
essary to reach our common goals.

One problem associated with the challenge of changing
teacher education is accepting the magnitude of the task and recognizing that the
process will be slower than we might wish. The work we embark on is not limited
to how we do business within schools, colleges, and departments of teacher educa-
tion, nor is it restricted simply to integrating the information in the Knowledge Base
Jor Beginning Teacher volume. Rather, multiple efforts across multiple stakehold-
ers are needed. Some of these efforts must focus on the quality of education that
precedes professional preparation, namely, efforts with our colleagues in the liberal
arts and sciences. Other efforts must include working in close partnership with
practitioners to raise the quality of clinical sites, by integrating school improve-
ment with the development of highly skilled, professional teachers in the schools.
Yet others must deal squarely with the content of professional preparation, giv-
ing major consideration to what the knowledge base for beginning teaching is,
and how best to ensure that students draw on it well as they prepare to teach in
today's schools.
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These multiple goals signify that, although there may be
different entry points into the proc 'ss of change, all aspects must be addressed, and
most likely they need to be addressed simultaneously. Perhaps more important,
these interrelated goals signify that both the content and the process of teacher
education need attention, and that guidance and support in each of these aspects of
change is warranted. In the process of reforming teacher education, substantial re-
form in any one of the areas presented in this volume is to be acknowledged as a
milestone. Change is incremental and must be recognized as such.

Simultaneously, however, the larger goal must always be
kept at the forefront to provide the framework for each change that is accom-
plished, and to ensure that conceptual, programmatic integrity is honored through-
out the process. This means striking a continual balance between the work on spe-
cific parts of teacher education reform and the whole that such reform is meant to
create. The challenge to reforming teacher education is fundamentally a com-
prehensive one, and the comprehensive picture developed by a group of faculty
members must always be the driving force for change.

In other words, discrete tasks will not in themselves add
up to changing the practice of teacher education, but engaging in these discrete
tasks that take time and great energy will pay off in contributing to the whole of re-
form. Opportunities must be provided for faculty members to pursue developmen-
tal work internally in their schools and colleges of education, in terms of the
conception of the knowledge base they adopt. As many of the chapters in this vol-
ume suggest, this task not only will involve a consideration of research-based
knowledge, some of which is codified in the KBBT volume, but also will extend far
beyond the volume to include a consideration of issues such as the role of practice
in the knowledge base or the means by which we prepare teachers to work with
multiracial and multilingual students. Other opportunities must bring together fac-
ulty members in the liberal arts with their colleagues in teacher education to engage
in reforming how liberal arts education is conceptualized for those who would
teach and toinitiate the developmental work needed to effect such change. Yet an-
other opportunity must focus on knowledge derived from practice, and on the kinds
of field settings that would best support the acquisition of such knowledge for
teachers. Each of these tasks demands attention and requires pilot work and
subsequent evaluation. It is from the interplay of each of these prior efforts, within
a sound conceptual framework, that the practice of teacher education can be trans-
formed to meet the challenges of teaching in the century to come.
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We have not attempted in this volume to present a single
model, or “perfect” program of teacher education. Rather, we have based our work
on the assuraption that institutional characteristics shape and influence what can
be accomplished ~* any particular point in time. These idiosyncratic characteris-
tics, these local p2. ticulars, will determine which tasks are undertaken in which or-
der, and with which players. At the same time, however, such idiosyncracies
should not become a foil for reform, and past practice, however entrenched, should
not be interpreted as an absolute impediment to change. Instead, the particular cir-
cumstances of each program of teacher education constitute a local context, a
unique challenge for change. The four case studies related here provide a sense of
how different each effort can be, and illustrate that, even in the most traditional and
apparently entrenched programs, reform can be accomplished.

Reforming teacher education is a labor-intensive task,
and the commitment to such change requires an understanding and acceptance of
the time and effort that will be needed to accomplish this goal. Fortunately, the
effo:t does not have to be undertaken in isolation. Implicitly, many of the chapters
in this volume deal with the concept of community: a community of teacher educa-
tors developing a defensible base of knowledge, a community of learners among
university faculty and school practitioners, a community of learners among
preservice students themselves, and a community of university-wide scholars
concerned with the preparation of teachers as an integrated effort engaging arts
and sciences with professional education. The concept of community is likewise
central to changing the practice of teacher education because it is the community
that provides both the opportunity for reflection and the support needed to carry
out this labor-intensive commitment.

At this point in the history of teacher education, we
believe that another community needs to be recognized, namely, the community of
teacher educators who are taking on the task of changing the practice-of teacher
education. With this volume, we hope to contribute to a sustained sense of
community among those who are engaged in redesigning teacher education, to the
recognition that the effort is not isolated, and to an understanding that the base of
dependable support is growing. We hope the experiences reflected in these
chapters provide new enthusiasm and direction to those in the midst of reform. To
those who have not yet embarked on the task of changing teacher education, we
hope this volume is a catalyst for initiating substantive, comprehensive efforts
within and among individual institutions.
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PROJECT SUMMARIES

1. MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

PROJECT DIRECTOR: HENRIETTA L. BARNES
The project was designed to address these central questions:
= What do beginning teachers need to know?
= How do they need to know it?

= How is what they need to know different from what experienced teach-
ers know?

s What are the implications for teacher education of taking the knowl-
edge bases seriously; for example, what would be included in initial and
continuing teacher education programs?

= What changes will institutions need to make if their programs are to re-
flect these concepts?

Project activities involved three phases. In the first
phase, discussions were conducted between authors of the Knowledge Base for the
Beginning Teacher and experienced teachers, with discussion centered on the first
three questions listed above. The second phase was based on conferences held with
representatives of several institutions engaged in serious reform of teacher educa-
tion; these discussions focused on the set of original questions, their implications
for change in teacher education programs, strategies for program redesign, and in-
stitutional obstacles to change. The third phase of this project was centered at
Michigan State University, where an interdisciplinary approach was developed in
order to address these questions, possible changes indicated for design of teacher
preparation, and institutional strategies to bring about needed changes.
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2, WHITWORTH COLLEGE

PROJECT DIRECTOR! SHIRLEY RICHNER
RESEARCH ASSISTANT: RANDY MICHAELIS

The Whitworth project utilized collaboration between
the cluster institutions for two major project objectives. In the first of these, the in-
stitutions engaged in study of the knowledge base foundations of their current pro-
grams and met with consultants to promote this study. The institutions worked to
identify obstacles to implementing specific program revisions and used collabora-
tive conferences to facilitate such change across the institutions. The discussions of
program change were also linked to new state requirements for teacher education.

Whitworth College served as the center of the change ef-
fort; its teacher preparation programs were subjected to comprehensive study by
faculty across the institution and to substantial redesign by the teacher education
faculty. An ancillary segment of the Whitworth project was a study of the knowl-
edge base foundation that characterizes expert teachers. Results from this study
yielded information to be utilized in the continuing redesign of advanced teacher
education programs at Whitworth.

3. UNIVERSITY OF DELAWARE

PROJECT DIRECTOR: FRANK B. MURRAY

The Delaware project addressed the academic prepa-
ration of elementary teachers; its objective was to develop, implement, and
evaluate a new model for the six academic areas - ommonly taught in elementary
schools. The cluster institutions were members of the Mid-Atlantic Regional
Education Consortium.

The project resulted in development of several alter-
native approaches to the preparation of elementary teachers; most are interdis-
ciplinary in nature and are based on distinct perspectives from which subject
matter taught at the elementary level can be conceived and understood by teachers.
The approaches presented combine both the subject matter commonly taught
in the elementary school and essential foundation materials from each
knowledge domain.
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4. UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

PROJECT DIRECTOR: WILLIAM E. GARDNER

The Minnesota project focused on the generic peda-
gogical knowledge base for secondary level teachers. It centered on two basic
questions:

» What constitutes the generic pedagogical knowledge base for second-
ary teachers?

s How do teacher education programs achieve a professionally sound
confluence of content knowledge, pedagogical knowledge, and knowl-
edge of learners and instruction?

These questions were studied with a particular interest in
the assessment of students who enter teacher preparation at a post-baccalaureate
level. The project involved teams of institutions from the cluster in these activities:

= review and analysis of relevant literature,

» development of “models” that provide preparation in the generic
secondary knowledge base, and

» piloting and evaluation of models in several teacher education
programs.

5. UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MILWAUKEE

PROJECT DIRECTOR: SAM J. YARGER

The University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee project centered
on an inquiry concerning the knowledge needed by teachers of diverse student
populations in relation to the knowledge base as set forth in the Knowledge Base
for Beginning Teacher publication. :n particular, this project addressed the
question of the knowledge base in the context of implications for urban teacher
education programs and the necessity for prospective teachers to address the needs
of all student populations. The project included two general classes of activities:
faculty study groups on topics addressed in the KBBT volume, and faculty/
practitioner meetings fccused on knowledge and experience needed in
the preparation of teachers who will work with diverse students.
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6. CITY COLLEGE, CUNY

PROJECT DIRECTOR: LEONARD C. BECKUM

The goal of this project was the identification of the
knowledge base successful teachers in K-12 schools believe made them successful
in multicultural, multilingual urban settings. Successful teachers in K-12 schools in
New York City, London, and Vienna, through self-report techniques identified the
skills, techniques, and knowledge they used with their students. The analysis
identified common elements in these teachers’ descriptions that constitute their
knowledge base.
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60680**

Judson Hixzson, Director, Professional Development, North Central Regional Educational
Laboratories, 295 Emroy Ave., Elmhurst, IL 60126

Frank B. Murray, Dean, College of Education, University of Delaware, Newark, DE 19716
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Minneapolis, MN 55455

Shirley Richner, Chair, Education Department, Whitworth College, Spokane, WA 99251

Sam J. Yarger, Dean, School of Education, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, Milwaukee,
W1 53201

* Dr. Beckwn is now University Viee President and Viee Provost, Duke University,
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